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Abstract
This research project centered 16 former intergroup dialogue (IGD) students’ narratives from indepth qualitative interviews and explored the ways participants did and did not put their learning
into action at least a full semester after IGD course completion. Narrative data were analyzed
through the lens of the Cycle of Liberation (Harro, 2010) and student actions were categorized as
intrapersonal (within self), interpersonal (with others), and systemic (with/for larger organized
groups). Most participants stated that their IGD experiences were among the most influential of
their college experience at the time of the interview. Often the influence of IGD echoed in the
content of conversations with others, yet more uniformly it came to life in how they engaged
with others—in the ways they continued to utilize dialogic communication in their interactions.
Most participants increased their recognition of the System and engaged in actions at various
stages along the Cycle of Liberation to call attention to systemic inequalities. Complications to
the Cycle of Liberation are also examined and illustrate the non-binary nature of action and the
ongoing need of social justice advocates to remain engaged in unlearning hegemonic norms of
the System.

Keywords: intergroup dialogue, IGD, dialogue, higher education, college, Cycle of Liberation,
Action Continuum, action, intrapersonal, interpersonal, systemic, internalized oppression,
agency, privilege
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1
Introduction
Intergroup dialogue (IGD) is a pedagogical approach that scaffolds students’ actions and
centers dialogic communication, where the goal is to seek understanding, not necessarily
agreement. This project explores the narratives of 16 undergraduate students at Central
University of New York 1 (CNYU) to answer the question, how do students put their IGD
learning into action. This qualitative project considers longer-term implications of student
narratives to make meaning of how participants engaged in action after they completed an IGD
course and proposes an expansion of how we conceive of and categorize action. Participants
completed in-depth interviews a full semester or more after they completed an IGD course at
CNYU, a private university in Central New York that is a predominately and historically white
institution (PHWI). 2 A total of 25 interviews with 16 students, including one interview as a dyad,
provided 33 hours of student narrative, and is analyzed and presented herein to contribute to the
research of the ongoing influence of IGD in participants’ lives. The students’ narratives are the
situated data that inform my analyses of how these students did or did not continue to utilize
their learning of intergroup dialogue processes and/or content. This project is timely in that IGD
is uniquely positioned to facilitate bridge-building within the so-called U.S. 3 amid a growing
political divide and thereby bring to focus the material consequences and realities of systemic
inequalities so that they can be rightfully addressed.
Though the marker on the chronology of political change may vary, few people paying

This is a pseudonym for the institution that the student participants attended.
The use of PHWI, versus the more common “predominately white institution” (PWI), is to mark the historical and
ongoing nature of spaces kept majority white as beyond happenstance and as part of systemic structures maintained
over time by people in social and institutional positions of power. In published academic writing, the first use of
PHWI was by Truesdell et al. (2017).
3
Due to the hxstory of the unceded and stolen physical lands that the United States of America government
occupies, as well as this government’s treaty violations, I will at times use ‘so-called U.S.’ or ‘Turtle Island’ to refer
to the lands. This language is purposeful to (re)center the ongoing birthright of Sovereignty of these lands and the
Indigenous peoples who make it their home, just as their ancestors have since time immemorial.
1
2

2
attention to the political landscape in the U.S. can deny that there has been heightened media
attention to political division since around the Tea Party Movement in 2008. Since then, many
events have shifted the landscape of the representative democracy of the U.S., including: the
nomination and election of Barack Obama and the subsequent backlash of the Republican Party;
subsequent turning over of Senate control to the Republican Party; the refusal of the Senate
Majority Leader, Mitch McConnell (R), to hold a vote to replace a Supreme Court Justice Seat
during the final year of Barack Obama’s second term; and the eventual election of Donald
Trump. Some may even point to the division within parties, including the Democratic Party,
which has deep ideological difference along the lines of age, where younger voters lean further
left compared to over-50 voters, who tend to be more moderate (Stancil & Perlstein, 2020).
During Trump’s presidency, McConnell refused to bring more than 400 bills to vote in the
Senate that were already passed by the House of Representatives (Schneider, 2020). With the
legislative branch stalled, the Trump Administration shifted policy language and executive
orders to: increase the detention/imprisonment and deportation of undocumented citizens (Fox,
2020); limit LGBTQ+ rights (Human Rights Campaign staff, 2020); and undermine gender
rights (Ahmed et al., 2020; Sanger-Katz & Weiland, 2020).
Though political division has been a relative constant in the hxstory of the so-called U.S.,
the Republican Party’s rhetoric during the Trump era emboldened this division and
communication across political difference became more difficult and divisive (Schneider, 2020).
During his one term, Trump nominated, and the Senate confirmed, “234 new judges, 178 (76%)
are men and 197 (84%) are white” to U.S. Federal courts (American Constitution Society, 2021,
para 2), which will leave lasting material impacts. Even while writing this, Republican Party
leadership are advancing state-level legislative policies to: make the use of critical race theory

3
illegal in schools (e.g., Dearman, 2021); restrict trans rights (Cole, 2021), which are not only
discriminatory, but also dangerous, especially for trans youth; and “limit the authority of local
jurisdictions to expand voting access,” among other limits to voting access (Ashley, 2021, para
2). Though the intentions of those who support these bills cannot be assumed, the outcomes and
implications of such policies are clear: continued division and, at a minimum, ongoing and
increasing levels of oppressive realities for those who are directly impacted.
Between the time of data collection in academic year 2011-12 and the bulk of completion
of writing this dissertation in 2019 to 2021, under the umbrella of repeated incidences of antiblackness, increasing political discord, and various changes in policies that more directly
impact(ed) marginalized populations, another civil rights movement gained traction. On
February 26, 2012, Trayvon Martin, an unarmed Black teenager, was shot and killed in Florida
while walking home from the store. This murder was sanctioned by the local government and
State of Florida, as evidenced by their refusal to arrest Trayvon Martin's murderer due to a Stand
Your Ground law (CNN Wire Staff, 2012) until April 11, 2012 (Chappell, 2012). Vigils for
Trayvon were held on campuses and in cities nationwide, including at CNYU. On the heels of
the “acquittal of Trayvon Martin’s murderer,” Alicia Garza, Patrisse Cullors, and Opal Tometi
co-founded Black Lives Matter (BLM, 2021, para 1); the movement gained support in
subsequent years, with a spike in attention after state-sanctioned murders of Black people
circulated on social media during a global pandemic (Stewart & Ghaffary, 2020).
In the wake of George Floyd’s murder on May 25, 2020, especially after the video
became more widely spread on social media and on the news, the support of Black Lives Matter
(BLM) grew to such an extent that protests, even during a global air-borne pandemic,
outmatched participation to any prior protests in the U.S. (Putnam et al., 2020). George Floyd’s
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murder was preceded by the murder of Breonna Taylor, Ahmed Aubrey, and countless more
Black people whose names are collectively known and those names that are not. During May and
June of 2020, platforms for racial justice, Indigenous justice, queer justice, disability justice,
trans justice, and justice that intersects marginalized persons’ experiences in various ways
experienced a surge of followers on Instagram (IG) and other social media platforms (Stewart &
Ghaffary, 2020), partly due to the way that BLM prioritizes intersectional solidarity. This
“waking up” to racial injustice fostered a surge in cross-racial support of BLM, with adult
support at 77 percent among Latinx, 75 percent among AAPI, and 60 percent among whites in
June 2020 (Thomas & Menasce Horowitz, 2020), compared to support in 2016 of 33 percent
among Latinx and 40 percent among whites—data for AAPI were not notated in 2016. Black
support increased from 65 percent in 2016 (Thomas & Menasce Horowitz, 2020) to around 87
percent in June 2020 and then remained stable to September 2020 (Thomas & Menasce
Horowitz, 2020).
As is evidenced in the months following this surge of BLM support, policies can change
with increased support and consistent advocacy. As just one example, with the increased
attention to BLM, Breonna’s Law passed in Louisville to ban no-knock warrants (Riess, 2020),
though, to date, the officers who killed Breonna Taylor have not been held accountable. Part of
what made these changes possible was the increased pressure and support for “waking up” to
racial injustice that was amplified in social media and covered to varying degree in the
mainstream media.
Yet without ongoing learning and engagement in the work of unlearning, we often
backslide—we become complacent and complicit (again) in systemic injustice (Ford, 2018b;
Tatum, 1997). Thus, as could be predicted by the Action Continuum (Griffin & Harro,
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1982/1997; Wijeyesinghe et al., 1997) and was anticipated by many who study social injustice
and anti-blackness (Pan & Moore, 2020), BLM support decreased among non-Black respondents
by September 2020 to 66 percent among Latinx, 69 percent among AAPI, and 45 percent among
whites (Thomas & Menasce Horowitz, 2020)—the rate among whites is a staggeringly drastic
slide back toward 2016 numbers (Tesler, 2020). The (repeated) lesson: “waking up” does not
alone sustain staying awake and a sudden awareness of systemic injustice does not create the
necessary environment to keep learning and to stay engaged in changing the System. 4
Reengagement in willful ignorance is a path of least resistance (A. Johnson, 2006) and
underscores the necessity that in order to remain engaged in action and maintain the pressure on
the System, we need to remain engaged in learning and in dialogue with accomplices.
For those who support equity and social justice, ongoing and incrementally more nuanced
exposure and education around current inequities are necessary to continue to break down
barriers, yet lecture-based education as a stand-alone is not enough to maintain the awareness of
and structural thinking around systemic inequalities (e.g., Gurin et al., 2004; Nagda et al., 2009).
Since there is great division regarding systemic oppression, particularly between dominant and
non-dominant identities at the intersection(s) of hxtorical difference, learning how to effectively
engage across differences of experience and ideology is necessary for bridging the divide (Gurin
et al., 2004). IGD provides a well-researched approach that enables participants to learn and
practice productive conflict, as well as learn how to begin (or continue) to engage in social

As a shorthand for all the interconnected systems of oppression, I will use “the System” to refer to them together as
socio-historically constructed and maintained fabrics of society. There are various terms that I could employ instead:
Elisabeth Schüssler Fiorenza (1992, 2003) coined the term kyriarchy for this purpose, and Patricia Hill Collins
(1990/2000) engages with these issues through the matrix of domination. Similarly, Kimberlé Crenshaw (1989)
coined the term intersectionality to engage the legal system in consideration of multiply located identities, which
helps to address the ways the System materializes. I have chosen to use the System to center the ways that we
collude, maintain, and have the power to deconstruct that which has been created. A system is intentionally
designed, even if unintentionally maintained, and thus can be redesigned or deconstructed. When I refer to specific
systems of domination, I will label them individually.
4
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justice action.
Building a more collaborative society is a main desired long-term outcome of IGD’s
pedagogical design (e.g., Lopez & Zúñiga, 2010; Zúñiga et al., 2012). The political differences
highlighted above extend within daily society and many human rights issues have been deeply
politized. We all are subject to the messages of the System: messages that pit one group against
another, which operate to shield those in power from accountability to the full measure of
injustice of these systems. These messages include and are not limited to: the myth of
meritocracy, color-evasive ideology, compulsory cis-heteronormativity, and the perpetuation of
fear and division at the intersections of various isms. IGD aims to bring the System into focus
and provide students with critical reflection and communication tools to better understand and
challenge the System across historical divisions (Zúñiga et al., 2012).
Laying the groundwork
Several pedagogical approaches aim to challenge hegemonic thinking and the status quo.
Though this dissertation focuses specifically on Intergroup Dialogue (IGD), below I provide a
brief contextualization and overview of the fields from which IGD grew: early multicultural
movements, critical multiculturalism, and social justice education. In subsequent sections, I will
explain IGD more fully, including its applications at CNYU. I will then define key terms used in
this project and reflect on the research and writing process. I will then provide the reader with a
map for the remainder of the dissertation.
Multicultural movements of the 1950s and 1960s tended to adhere to an assimilationist
model that did not understand, let alone affirm, the cultural perspectives of racially marginalized
students (Grant & Sachs, 2000) and some critiques assert that they were hyper-focused on static
notions of race and ethnicity and glossed over nuances of power and privilege (May, 1999).
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Multiculturalism has focused mainly on race and ethnicity and associated issues of power and
privilege in the U.S. context (Grant & Sachs, 2000; May, 1999; McLaren, 2000; Nieto, 1999),
and aims to unpack and critique Whiteness (Grant & Sachs, 2000; May, 1999; McLaren, 2000).
Critical multiculturalism slowly developed out of the critiques of the multicultural
movements (May, 1999). Critical multiculturalism aims to destabilize essentialist notions of
identity and attempts to point out the institutional policies, frameworks, and normalization of
dominant society that uphold hegemony, particularly within the classroom (Grant & Sachs, 2000;
May, 1999; Nieto, 1999). Critical multiculturalists seek to critically examine systems of power,
beyond and within school systems, and point out how dominant systems become normalized and
their impact (Grant & Sachs, 2000; Nieto, 1999). This approach explores sociohistorical
constructions of culture, their fluidity, and changes over time (Grant & Sachs, 2000; Nieto,
1999). Lastly, and possibly most importantly as applied to IGD, critical multiculturalism believes
that “students must be involved in the process of their own education” (Nieto, 1999, p. 191).
Through this call for students’ input, in individual classrooms and toward policy, students’
voices and situated identities co-construct curriculum and influence pedagogy and may lead to
student empowerment (Nieto, 1999). Critical multicultural education does emphasize social
identities of race and ethnicity, yet increasingly recognizes and challenges interlocking systems
of oppression and privilege (Adams et al., 2007; Grant & Sachs, 2000; Nieto, 1999).
Social justice education (SJE) avoids hierarchical perspectives of oppression and
encourages coalition building to “challenge oppression systemically” (L. Bell, 2007, p. 5) and
has a more nuanced approach to underscore the ways oppressions overlap and reinforce one
another (Adams et al., 2007; L. Bell, 2007). SJE aims to shift and unsettle hegemonic thinking
that maintains systems of domination through normalizing deficit-model attributions toward
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targeted groups—ideology that both dominant and marginalized groups come to believe (L. Bell,
2007), though have different material consequences. SJE recognizes the emotional and
intellectual difficulty of learning about systems of domination and thus adapts pedagogical
approaches to explore these elements (L. Bell, 2007). For example, in SJE, dialogue is often used
in heterogeneous groups, such that agreement with one another is not vital to the process and
instead respectfully communicating disagreement is valued. This focus on process within the
group, in addition to classroom content, is useful for calling attention to hegemonic behaviors
and statements in ways that do not judge or demean an individual, yet rather highlights
interpersonal communication skills and allows for participants to respect themselves and apply
their learning about process and content (L. Bell, 2007). SJE incorporates student-centered
learning through shared personal narratives of classroom (or group) participants’ lives and
experiences with (or recognition of) oppression, and facilitators and participants connect those
personal experiences with larger systemic issues of injustice (L. Bell, 2007). Lastly, and again of
extreme relevance to IGD, SJE not only focuses on the content participants learn in the
classroom as means of “outcome” evaluation, yet also on how participants experience their
personal journey through learning, changes in behavior and ideology, as well as how they apply
what they have learned through social justice action (L. Bell, 2007).
What is Intergroup Dialogue?
Intergroup Dialogue (IGD) continues along the journey of multicultural education and
social justice education and carves out a distinct design and pedagogy. Intergroup dialogue
courses offer a unique environment for students to explore social identities, individually and
collaboratively, as well as a timed-container that supports an emotionally-aware learning process
about systemic structures of privilege and oppression, broadly and in real-time. The oft cited
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purposes of IGD, the associated learning objectives, are: “to build relationships across cultural
and power differences, to raise consciousness of inequalities, to explore the similarities and
differences in experiences across identity groups, and to strengthen individual and collective
capacities to promote social justice” (Nagda & Gurin, 2007, p. 35).
Through consciousness raising, course work and dialogic communication facilitates
students’ deepening in their recognition of systems of domination and marginalization and aid
them in the process of understanding their socio-political-hxstorical experiences within the
System (Zúñiga et al., 2007), with heightened focus at the intersection(s) of identit(ies) explored
in that specific IGD course. Students are encouraged to explore their intersectional identities at
the (overlapping) points of their privilege and marginalization and to recognize and call attention
to the systemic patterns that maintain the System. Students are encouraged to make sense of their
experiences within the System through their own lens, as well as to attend to the narratives of
their IGD peers, including the impacts their peers have experienced and may choose to share.
IGD is structured to support the potential for building relationships across cultural and
power differences. At CNYU, and many universities across Turtle Island, students interested in
taking IGD must first complete a brief questionnaire, which asks students to share their selfascribed social identities 5 and their reasons for requesting enrollment. At the time of data
collection, this information was utilized to approximate 50/50 representation of minoritized and
dominant participants, including co-facilitators, at the intersection(s) of identity for that
particular IGD course. For instance, in a dialogue on sexual orientation, one facilitator and
approximately half of the student participants would identify as LGBTQ+ and the second
facilitator and other half of the participants would identify as heterosexual. Through this
Participants’ self-ascribed identities are subject to change, such as class and education, as well as religion, sexual
orientation, and gender identity/expression.
5
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representation, IGD allows for various perspectives from different groups to come forward,
which helps to minimize essentialized notions about minoritized (and dominant) groups, while
maintaining a focus on systemic oppression for deeper understanding and exploration. Through
IGD, students practice dialogue three hours a week for 12 to 15 weeks of classes and build upon
their gains and are encouraged to use any challenges to learn how to bridge conflict and
difference. Through the four stages of dialogue, discussed below, students have the opportunity
to experience and build deeper connections and understanding.
Lastly, supported by the other two goals, IGD seeks to increase the capacity for
individual and collective involvement in social justice action. “Intergroup dialogue can
contribute to a more socially and economically just society by graduating participants who have
a commitment to social change and the skills and dispositions needed to work with other groups
to make positive changes” (Zúñiga et al., 2007, p. 17). The final stage of IGD, expanded upon
below, prepares students to collaboratively challenge systemic oppression.
In most implementations of IGD, course structure utilizes a four-stage process to scaffold
student learning. In the first several weeks, students establish group norms together, learn how to
lean into their discomfort to forge trust with one another through vulnerability and witnessing,
and learn about and practice the processes of dialogue to engage with one another in informed
and meaningful ways. Often this overlaps with reading and discussing counternarratives about
experiences with systemic oppression, typically at the intersection(s) explored in that particular
IGD section, yet also with an intersectional awareness. In this stage, each participant shares their
own identity journey, one that is encouraged to include a socio-cultural hxstorical awareness,
with their peers and witnesses the same for each other.
IGD courses cover topics of social justice concentrating on issues of oppression and
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privilege. IGD incorporates various avenues to teach students about systemic injustice, with a
particular entry-point through an identity of focus. The main focus of the course is often on
specific identities, one—e.g., race, gender, or religion(s)—or perhaps two—e.g., gender and
sexuality; however, courses are intersectional in nature and many readings and activities echo
that underpinning. One such handout is often a part of early activities to build trust in the group;
it lists many social identities and encourages participants to consider their placement within
them. Indeed, at the heart of the course is the idea that successful work toward a more socially
just society requires alliances across differences.
As a means of forming these alliances, students are guided in how to deeply listen and
practice the skill each class session. Here is what a couple participants had to say about what
they learned about listening:
I really learned the difference between a debate versus a dialogue. ‘Cause me personally
I’m very controlling in conversations sometimes. It’s like if I’m trying to get my point
across especially, so just really the idea of really just listening (to) somebody, not
thinking about you getting ready to say while you’re listening to someone. ‘Cause like so
often people are so fixed on their side that you have to- it’s a conversation, you have to
listen just as much as you know, get yourself together about what you’re gonna talk about
or what you want to put on to it. (Jason, Race & Ethnicity dialogue)
…getting my personal experience of changing the way that I talked with people and
conversations that we have and how that really helps be able to see the other person’s
perspective and value their perspective and where they come from and still be able to talk
those out. And be able to agree to disagree. I think that was a big thing for me that I never
would have done before. (Danielle, Sexual Orientation dialogue & Race & Ethnicity
dialogue)
Dialogic communication is at the heart of IGD and in the first several sessions, students learn
more about the differences between dialogue and debate and put it into practice. As the students
above highlighted, suspending judgement, valuing others’ perspectives, and deep listening
without preparing a reply are some elements of dialogic communication practiced within most
IGD spaces.
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In the second stage, the course focuses more on the interconnection of systems of
oppression, whereby students read and explore deeply the well-established reality of systemic
oppression, as well as within and between group differences in material consequences. IGD
content often includes a mixture of reading types, including: counternarratives; current
events/newspaper articles; global, national, state, and local statistics; historical documentation;
opinion pieces; and research journal articles. In this way, students learn from those with various
identities and are asked to incorporate their learning into the discussion, their reflection papers,
and action plans. The facilitated dialogues assist students in the practice of putting their learning
into action, one of the key differences between IGD and lecture-style social justice courses. Here
is what a few participants of this study had to say about the readings and learning in IGD:
So, it was just very heavy, but I will say it’s probably one of the only classes that I
actually read everything in full and didn’t complain about it. That’s unheard of in college.
[…] But I actually enjoyed the readings, I actually read everything in depth. And read it
over again if I had to because it was just, it wasn’t because I had to write a three-page
paper afterwards. It was ‘cause I just wanted to read everything and get all the knowledge
‘cause I learned a lot from those readings about all type of things that I thought I had
experienced myself, but it was somebody else experiencing the same thing, and just felt a
different way about it. (Darius, Race & Ethnicity dialogue)
(Going into IGD) I also felt like I kind of knew everything that was going on. I’d been
through everything, like I know how to handle this issue, I’d talked about it a million
times. But that’s- the intergroup dialogue didn’t do that; it didn’t give me the same cookie
cutter questions. Because it was just so long, and it was so in-depth that you couldn’t- we
had to read so much material and we had to like really critically think. I think when I left,
I left like a much more humbled person, much more realistic and also, I learned to live
my life a little more. (Inez, Women’s dialogue)
…it’s different than other classes because it’s more - it’s not lecture-based and it’s mostly
discussion. I’d say that you read articles on the topic at hand, whether they’re historical
or modern and write about them and discuss them in class. And the beginning of the class
starts out in a more micro-based and then ends up becoming more macro. So first talking
about ourselves and our own environments and then going to the greater- how the rest of
the U.S. or even the world sees the issue that we’re talking about. (Micaela, Sexual
Orientation dialogue)
As Darius discussed, the readings are a way for students to unpack their own perspectives and be
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exposed to those that may differ from their own. IGD also provides a different set of approaches
than those that students may anticipate, as Inez stated. In this way, students are challenged to
think differently about the issues and to seek various perspectives prior to forming their own
opinion. These readings are scaffolded to move students from individual thinking (micro) to
System level awareness (macro), as was expressed by Micaela.
In the third stage, students explore politicized-myths and/or issues in society and engage
in dialogue on "hot topics," practicing their learned skills in a facilitated space with peers they
have come to know deeply. These hot topics are often interpersonal in nature one week and then
branch out to more institutional questions (e.g., interracial dating and affirmative action,
respectively). During this stage, students grow in comfort with disagreement and work to lean on
their dialogue skills in more heated moments of disagreement. Students are expected to read
informed articles that explore various perspectives on the topic that are proposed by fellow
participants and chosen by the facilitators. When disagreement arises, students practice deep
listening, ask questions to seek understanding, redirect back to previously learned material and
conversations, and share personal perspectives that may add more nuance or depth to the topic.
During the final stages of IGD, students work in small groups to either develop and/or
apply an action: what CNYU and MIGR calls an Intergroup Collaborative Project (ICP). For
their project, with due dates that often overlap with earlier stages, students submit proposals, are
asked to adjust their plans to minimize any harm and to balance scalability with impact specific
to the campus and course, and then, sometime after the mid-point of the course, implement their
action. This group project is intended to build students’ capacity to work collaboratively across
difference toward informed social justice action.
IGD at CNYU. Some specifics apply to the way IGD is implemented at CNYU
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specifically and are important to note to understand this project. At the time the data were
collected, students in any major could enroll in a 12 to 15-week 6 three-credit (three-hours per
week) IGD course cross-listed between Sociology and Gender Studies. At that time, CNYU
offered three or four sections of the entry-level 7 IGD course per semester. In addition to
populating the courses to near 50/50 representation, many first-year students enroll and the IGD
coordinator often accounted for students’ year in college and number of prior times they may
have requested enrollment in IGD, to provide the opportunity to as many interested students as
possible during their undergraduate years.
Another varying detail of IGD courses at CNYU is that they do not utilize peer
facilitation and instead hire staff or faculty facilitators: these are typical differences between IGD
facilitation across institutions, yet an important difference to account for in IGD research (Lopez
& Zúñiga, 2010). At the time of study, CNYU facilitators were graduate students, university staff
members, and university instructors, ranging from students working on their master’s degree to
those who have completed their doctorate. Staff members often had overlapping academic
interests and/or their CNYU employment overlapped with the social justice aims of IGD, such as
staff who worked in offices that support students across identities, yet with a focus on BIPOC,
LGBTQ+, and students of varying faith and secular traditions.
Additional Definitions
As I have explained some differences between IGD more broadly and their application at
CNYU at the time of data collection, below I draw out and define how I use various concepts in
this dissertation. In some cases, the ways that certain concepts are used, such as the Cycle of

As with any higher education course, the number of weeks the courses met varied based upon the day of the week
courses met and academic calendars.
7
CNYU offered intro-level IGD courses at the undergraduate level, as well as a graduate-level course about IGD
and similar educational approaches, at the time of data collection.
6

15
Liberation, are specific to the pedagogical approach of IGD at CNYU at the time of data
collection. In this way, these phrases are not static for CNYU or any other location that offers
any components of IGD.
Cycle of Liberation & Action Continuum
Those who write about, speak to, and engage in praxis around solidarity movements that
overlap with racial justice often underscore the necessity of educating oneself, how to challenge
those within overlapping identities, and the solidarity building necessary to challenge the system
as a whole (e.g., Cargle, 2021; hooks, 1986; Lorde, 1984/2007; Tatum, 1997; Taylor, 2018), as
well as the necessity of rest to sustain the movements that challenge supremacy (e.g., Davis,
2018; Lorde, 1988/2017; Rosales Meza, 2021). These themes echo the Cycle of Liberation
(Harro, 2010) in their intrapersonal, interpersonal, and systemic features, as well as the core. The
Cycle of Liberation provides the main framing for the data analysis within this dissertation to
explore how CNYU students continue to use their learning from IGD courses, with the Action
Continuum contributing to analyses when the Cycle of Liberation did not capture students’
(in)action. 8
The four stages of IGD prepare participants to engage with most elements of the Cycle of
Liberation (Harro, 2010). The course begins with a focus on personal narrative and course
readings include detailed descriptions of dialogic communication and counternarratives, which
prepare participants to engage in the Cycle of Liberation. In this section, I describe the Cycle of
Liberation in Harro’s conception (2010) and at times how it overlaps with the Action Continuum
(Griffin & Harro, 1982/1997; Wijeyesinghe et al., 1997). In the subsequent section, I unpack

The reader is referred to the referenced publications for the Cycle of Liberation (Harro, 2010, p. 52) and the Action
Continuum (Griffin & Harro, 1982/1997; Wijeyesinghe et al., 1997, p. 109) to view the original models as engaged
with in this project. Due to copyright limitations, these models are not reprinted in this document.

8
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how I apply the Cycle of Liberation to frame the data analyses within this project and how the
Action Continuum is used as a lens of analysis in the examples that fall outside the Cycle of
Liberation.
The Cycle of Liberation overlaps with the Action Continuum in several areas. In the
Cycle of Liberation, entrée to the stages of action begin with “waking up,” wherein the
proceeding actions are likely to be deeply within the “actively participating” and “denying and
ignoring” aspects of the Action Continuum (Griffin & Harro, 1982/1997; Wijeyesinghe et al.,
1997). “Waking up” is marked by a critical moment that awakens recognition of the System,
which can vary in its intensity and the time it takes to proceed to the next part of the cycle
(Harro, 2010). It is expected that as we learn about the many layers of systemic injustice, we will
experience multiple “waking up” moments and, in some cases, may experience repeated waking
up moments if we are lulled back to sleep and into willful ignorance of the intersection(s) of the
System we may have grown complacent toward.
The next phase of the Cycle of Liberation is “getting ready,” wherein the person
becoming more informed of social injustice moves toward deeper unlearning 9. The overlap with
the Action Continuum in this stage of the Cycle are those of “recognizing, no action,”
“recognizing, action,” and “educating self” (Griffin & Harro, 1982/1997; Wijeyesinghe et al.,
1997). The Cycle of Liberation expands upon the Action Continuum to include: challenging our
emotional reactions, thoughts, and behaviors; growing in our capacity to make sense of the world
around us as we increase our critical lens of the world; and dismantling oppressive beliefs of
others and ourselves (i.e., internalized oppression) and recognition of the ways we may

Credit to Rachel Cargle (2021) for popularizing the word “unlearn” in relation to the work of learning to unseat
and challenge social injustice. I use this and related words in this writing to name the processes we engage in to
learn about the System in ways that enable us to challenge our thoughts, feelings, and actions that uphold the
System.

9
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experience unearned privileges, and what this means to our individual and collective
responsibility. In the intrapersonal phase of the Cycle, working on “core” elements of ourselves,
such as “self-love, hope, self-esteem, joy” begin more deeply, though this work may also occur
prior to “waking up.” Harro notes that the core feeds the rest of the Cycle and may develop more
deeply and earnestly when the later phases take shape in a person’s life.
As unlearners continue along the Cycle of Liberation, we “transition from intrapersonal
to interpersonal liberation” (Harro, 2010, p. 55). In this stage, we may try to engage in
conversations with others about what we are learning and may seek to be in community,
passively (e.g., attending a social justice event) and/or actively (e.g., engaging directly with
people at that event). We may also speak out, which overlaps with the Action Continuum’s
“educating others” (Griffin & Harro, 1982/1997; Wijeyesinghe et al., 1997). This marks the early
stages of the interpersonal elements of the Cycle of Liberation that Harro calls “reaching out”
(p.55). Harro states that this phase in the cycle is “marked by a change in how we value others
and interact with them on a regular basis” (p. 56). At this point, we may work on “building
community”—to include those “like us,” such as with affinity groups or intragroup dialogues,
and/or those “different from us” through building coalitions—which connects directly to
intergroup dialogues and associated group action projects.
The next section of the Cycle, which is systemic in nature, is one where Harro (2010)
states “we are ready to move into action to interrupt the oppressive system” (p. 56). This section
begins in the “coalescing” phase where power is combined among members to amplify impact
toward challenging systemic inequality (p. 56). In Harro’s model, this includes a layering of
changes within ourselves, moving beyond compulsory expectations of identities (e.g., “refusing
to collude” with the System, p. 53), coalescing with others to change systems, being role models
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to others, and where we have “transformed our energy away from anger, frustration, guilt, and
mistrust, and toward hope, shared power, trust, and optimism” (p. 56). In “creating change”
(p.56), Harro calls for the elements learned earlier in the Cycle, particularly critical analyses, to
be applied within coalitions to forge cultures that support equitable roles, policies, and
expectations, including a shift in how decisions are made and who holds power, preferably
favoring collective and shared power.
“Maintaining” is the final phase of Harro’s Cycle of Liberation and includes ongoing
collective and individual observation of implemented changes and our work to amend or
strengthen changes to further improve and advance equity. In this stage, members of the
coalition(s) formed would continue to share responsibilities, advance goals, and secure necessary
resources. Harro also makes a point to discuss the necessity of celebration as a part of
maintaining. In this phase, Harro lists out other behaviors that may be engaged in collectively
and that also have individual components, such as “accepting accountability,” “taking care of
self and others,” and “living our dreams” (p. 53).
Intrapersonal, Interpersonal, Systemic Action
Harro (2010) uses the words intrapersonal, interpersonal, and systemic, either in the
figure of the Cycle of Liberation or in the referenced chapter. Within Harro’s Cycle of Liberation
model there is an implied assumption that action begins as it moves toward more systemic
elements. This is evident in that “moving into action” is written in the point of the arrow toward
“creating change” (Harro, 2010, p. 53) in the systemic section of the figure for the Cycle of
Liberation, as cited in more detail above.
Unsurprisingly, students were more likely to label interpersonal action and later parts of
the Cycle as action that disrupts systemic injustice, despite educating self being on the Cycle of
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Liberation and the Action Continuum (Griffin & Harro, 1982/1997; Wijeyesinghe et al., 1997);
both were often part of assigned readings in IGD courses at CNYU. Participants often struggled
to name the ways that they engage in disrupting the System. Thus, as devised out of the Cycle of
Liberation, my work and framing intentionally shifts the language of action to actively include
action in all phases of the Cycle of Liberation and sets them into three categories: intrapersonal,
interpersonal, and systemic. In these ways, participants’ actions are organized based upon how
they spoke about their point of view and any layers of action in their narratives. As in the Cycle
of Liberation, the layers build upon one another and are steppingstones for the next element of
the Cycle: one must engage in the intrapersonal actions to successfully engage in interpersonal
and systemic actions. Generally, one would also engage in interpersonal action prior to, or at
least concurrently with, participation in systemic actions. Table 1 illustrates the categories of the
Cycle of Liberation and the Action Continuum that I use as the lens of analyses within this
dissertation.
Table 1
Lens of Analyses
Pre-Cycle of
Liberation*
• “Actively
Participating”
• “Denying and
Ignoring”
• “Recognizing,
No Action”

*

Intrapersonal Action+
•
•
•
•

“Core”
“Getting Ready”
“Seeking
experience and
exposure”
Other actions that
are less readily
observable by
those outside self

Interpersonal Action+
•
•
•
•

Educating others
“Speaking out and
naming injustice”
Attending events
Other actions that
are more readily
observable by
those outside self

Systemic Action+
•
•

•
•

Coalition building
with others /
hosting events
Working to
change policies
and structures at
an organization
level
“Creating change”
Other ongoing
actions that have
broader impact

Action Continuum elements from Wijeyesinghe, C. L., Griffin, P., and Love, B (1997). Racism
curriculum design. In M. Adams, L. Bell, & P. Griffin (Eds), Teaching for diversity and social
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justice: A sourcebook (p. 109). New York: Routledge. Original created by P. Griffin & P. Harro,
1982
+
Cycle of Liberation elements from Harro, B. (2010). The Cycle of Liberation. In M. Adams,
J.B. Warren, C.R. Castaneda, H.W. Hackman, M.L. Peters, & X Zúñiga (Eds) Readings for
Diversity and Social Justice (2nd ed., p. 53). Routledge.
Though not the central focus of the dissertation, there are several examples of students’
actions that are highlighted and discussed throughout this project as complications to the Cycle
of Liberation and thus contribute to central aims of this work, namely the non-binary and nonstatic nature of the Cycle of Liberation and the ongoing need for unlearning hegemonic norms of
the System. In these examples, the Action Continuum serves a model that helps contextualize
actions that occur prior to “waking up” in the Cycle of Liberation (p. 53), those of “actively
participating,” “denying and ignoring,” and “recognizing, no action” (Griffin & Harro,
1982/1997; Wijeyesinghe et al., 1997, p. 109). It is important to note that in the framework of
this project, “recognizing, no action” overlaps with how I frame intrapersonal action, in that
recognition of the System is an action, albeit one that is not observable to others and can more
directly contribute to upholding the System.
In this project, intrapersonal actions are those that one engages in that are less
observable to anyone else, which includes the “core” and what Harro describes as “getting
ready” (p. 53). These outcomes of dialogue are often discussed in the IGD literature as cognitive,
affective, and behavioral changes and application of processes. How we interact with the world
and reflect upon our thoughts, feelings, and behaviors have an unknown impact on others. As we
reshape how we engage with others and how we show up, it is reasonable to expect that our
actions may influence how others respond. As such, intrapersonal action—both as actions in and
of themselves and as building blocks to interpersonal and systemic actions—(re)shapes the world
we live in and cocreate.
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As those who learn about various parts of systemic injustice begin to apply their learning,
they practice moments of “reaching out,” which “provides us with feedback about how our new
worldviews will be met by others” (Harro, 2010, p. 55). Thus, interpersonal actions directly
involve others in ways that are more observable, such as one-on-one or within an established
group like family, friendships, or classrooms. These actions may include educating family or
friends, utilizing dialogue processes in difficult conversations, and/or attending events that
engage with topics of systemic oppression. In all these ways, students engage in applying their
growing knowledge about systemic oppression in smaller circles and take risks to acknowledge
and challenge the System outside of themselves.
In the framing of this dissertation, systemic actions are those where participants directly
participate in organizations that coalesce with others, utilize power or privilege to influence
organization change, and/or implement broader action plans that may have a(n unknown) ripple
effect. Systemic actions often occur over extended periods of time and require ongoing effort and
conversation with others. My application and analyses within this part of the Cycle of Liberation
differs more from how Harro (2010) defined it in their model. In Harro’s framing, “creating
change” occurs with “coalition power, to begin transforming the system,” (2010, p. 56) yet
within this project, creating change is also recognized as possible within individual action. For
instance, cases of educating others, “refusing to collude in oppression,” or “refusing to accept
privileges” in Harro’s model are categorized as moments of coalescing and thus included in the
systemic part of the Cycle (p. 53), yet in my analyses are categorized as intrapersonal and
interpersonal actions, depending on whether the action(s) are observable to only self or also
others.
Another variation between Harro’s model and my application is the role of emotions and
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which ones are viewed as useful within the Cycle of Liberation. Harro contends that emotions
often categorized as negative, such as anger or frustration, are antithetical to coalescing or
creating change. Based on social media posts and speeches from Layla Saad (2020), Roscio
Rosales-Meza (2020), Sonya Renee Taylor (2020b), Rachel Cargle (2020), and many others,
particularly between early 2020 and now, it has become ever more apparent that ignoring the
value of these emotions and not addressing them is bypassing the work of anti-racism and
decolonization, and other intersections of dismantling the System, and thus is likely to have a
negative impact on attempts at equity. Furthermore, the necessity, and even sacredness, of rage
and anger has a deep tradition within intersectional feminism and should not be excluded or
shamed, especially at intersections of marginalization (Chandrashekar, 2021; hooks, 1995;
Lorde, 1984/2007). These more complicated and less understood emotions need to be honored
and witnessed and accepted for what they are: part of being human in a world filled with trauma
(Mullan, 2021; Thom, 2019). Though Harro (2010) likely found the absence of these deeper
emotions a commonality among successful liberatory processes, it is important to consider that
many liberatory processes require speaking across difference and sometimes beyond coalition
boundaries. In a society that so strongly resists the acknowledgement of deeper emotions, even
the more socially acceptable ones, it becomes unlikely that the less socially desirable emotions
will be well received, especially across difference (Lorde, 1984/2007; Oluo, 2019b; Tatum,
1997). One of the responsibilities of persons with dominant identities is to openly receive and sit
with, to honor even, the more difficult emotions that may result from marginalization at those
intersections, and then to work to change our behavior where we recognize the need (Oluo,
2019b; Tatum, 2007). Additionally, when we observe speakers at large-scale events, we can
easily recognize the value of these emotions, speaking from a place of passion and personally-
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impactful experiences; if we consider the BLM Movement and the March to Save Lives, there
was and is room for the emotions that Harro lists as those in need of transformation. Indeed, the
question may be, when the System has not changed, why should the “anger, frustration [… or]
mistrust” (Harro, 2010, p. 26), emotions that stem from ongoing trauma, be suppressed or
expected to be transformed (Oluo, 2019b; Mullan, 2021)? We cannot expect a wound to heal
when it does not even have time to scab over. The one socially less desirable emotion Harro
listed that I would agree lacks utility in social justice action is guilt (Lorde, 1984/2007). Guilt
tends to result in shame and very little positive change can occur from such a sunken-in emotion
(Taylor, 2018). Many of the emotions that Harro named as needing transformation are based in
grief, which is something that collectively we are quite unpracticed at acknowledging or
processing (M. Johnson, 2021). The unpacking of the aforementioned emotions (and more) and
their roles in transformation of the System is beyond the scope of this project, yet I would be
remiss to not address underlying dominant ideologies—such as the perpetuation of whiteness,
colonialism, and patriarchy—in any unilateral assertion that these emotions are unwelcome or
unhelpful in liberation movements.
Empathy and Perspective Taking
Empathy and perspective-taking are outcomes of IGD that are named in the literature
review and are outcomes returned to throughout this project. Considering some critiques of
empathy, it is useful to explicate the meaning used herein. A major critique of empathy that
could easily be overlayed on some students’ use of the term include the limits of perspectivetaking of those with dominant identities (Bullough, 2019; Warren & Hotchkins, 2015), whereby
based on the limited nature of perspective and our capacity to only understand the world through
our own lens, we can never fully understand someone else’s experience. Furthermore, through
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the lens of systems of domination, thinking we can understand any marginalized experience from
our dominant identity can lead to further amplification of dominance (Warren & Hotchkins,
2015)—a potential use of power to assert assumed understanding to “fix” a problem that is not
fully understood or to silence the person who may be sharing their experience.
The use of the term empathy in IGD and in this project is more closely aligned with
compassion and care, to which Harro (2010) names within the core of the Cycle of Liberation
“authentic love of others” (p. 53) and “liberation as the practice of love […] developing a sense
of self that we can love, and learning to love others with their differences from us” (p. 58). Sonya
Renee Taylor (2018) mirrors this engagement with love in the conception of compassion and
care in the development of radical self-love, which she also encourages as a path toward
systemic transformation. Among the many things that Taylor shares about radical self-love, she
engages it as a way “we see ourselves and others in the fullness of our complexities and
intersections and that we work to create space for those intersections” (p. 9) and as “a
manifestation of our interdependence” (p. 83). In this way, compassion and care—or empathy
and perspective taking—are not separate from self, nor are they narrow or false conceptions or
applications of empathy (Warren & Hotchkins, 2015). As explained above in the descriptions of
IGD as a pedagogy, students are expected to explore their intersectional identities deeply and
critically, to attend to the experience of fellow participants as complicated people who come to
the conversation with their own story, and to lean into vulnerability to become knowable to their
peers. Furthermore, the curriculum of IGD was and is explicitly developed to bring to light the
interlocking systems of domination and the socio-historical realities of their impact. It is through
that process, and in deepening dialogue with participants week after week, that students grow in
critical consciousness and gain more nuanced experience with perspective-taking and empathy.
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This broader picture of IGD aligns with Cammarota and Romero’s (2006) critically
compassionate intellectualism (CCI), which centers “critical pedagogy, authentic caring, and
social justice content” as necessary components of a radical education that centers the needs of
marginalized students, in the case of their work, Latinx students. Their framework pushes back
on the ways that Latinx students experience harm and educational violence in traditional
classrooms. Rector-Aranda (2019) extends and engages with Cammarota and Romero’s
conceptions of CCI and applies it more broadly, and centers marginalized identities through an
intersectional lens within social justice education and foregrounds their learning and needs
within the classroom. As such, IGD engages with empathy and perspective-taking in informed
ways that go well beyond surface emotions and employs critical consciousness using carefully
curated curriculum and pedagogy.
Activism & Social Justice Advocacy
Systemic action might parallel a more colloquial definition of activism, which often
expects these actions to be grand and visible. In an interview, Mariame Kaba offered a more
useful and relevant definition of activist:
[…] folks who are taking action on particular issues that really move them in some
specific way, but activism only demands that you personally take on the issue. That
means signing petitions. Being on a board of a particular organization that’s doing good
in the world. (Ewing, 2019, para. 36).
In this way, many actions all along the Cycle of Liberation could be considered activism, yet not
all action within the Cycle of Liberation is activism. While reading this dissertation, it may be
useful to shelf the concept of activism and engage with the data and analyses through the lens of
social justice action or advocacy, through which all the layers of action engaged herein are
elements of such advocacy—they play important roles in dismantling the System. Ford (2018)
defines social justice advocacy as “the intentional, lifelong developmental process that people
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embark on, both individually and collectively, in hopes of creating a more just and equitable
world around a range of social issues such as racism and white supremacy, classism, and
heteropatriarchy” (p. 5). In these ways, much of this project’s data illustrate how the participants
engaged in social justice advocacy in their lives, both within themselves and beyond. The data
and analyses also highlight ways that participants’ actions help support their journeying toward
social justice advocacy via their engagement in the Cycle of Liberation, no matter their level of
awareness of that action.
Agency
Agency is generally defined as the ability to act or behave independently according to
one’s free will. The definition provided by Roberts (2006) hits most closely to the ways that I
have employed the use of the term in this project: “Agency refers to the ability to act, to act
rather than merely make, and to participate in praxis instead of remaining on the sidelines” (p.
78). Though agency may often be used to discuss the actions of either dominant or marginalized
persons, I contend that “agency” is too generous a term when free will is enacted where the
situation overlaps with a privilege portion of identity, since a dominant narrative will nearly
always have the capacity to uphold the System. As such, though I am not suggesting we change
the definition, in this project I narrowed the use of the term agency. I apply this term when an
intersection of marginalization is relevant to the situation/event and the participant’s action
disrupts the status quo in ways that lift the spirit and vitality of the participant, as well as to
describe actions toward their claiming and/or owning their independence and free will. Lama
Rod Owens, a “Black, queer, cisgender, and male-identified, fat, mixed-class, Buddhist teacher
and minister, yoga teacher, and shit-talking Southerner, among other identities” (2020, p. 3),
writes, “agency is my personal power to articulate my boundaries” (2020, p. 27). That definition
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runs parallel to its use in this writing. Such a definition of agency expands and challenges the
ways it has been employed, as evidenced by Sumida’s statement: “not only is it impossible by
definition and theory for the subordinate group to be dominant […], but it also seems impossible
for the subordinate to have agency” (Sumida & Gurin, 2001, p. 282). Sumida goes on to discuss
the ways that IGD pivots to include counter-narratives as a way of highlighting elements of
agency among the subordinate at intersections of marginalization. In this project, there are many
examples of action along the Cycle of Liberation that highlight agency in action among
intersections of marginalization.
Setting the Stage
The inquiry into students’ action after they completed an IGD course was born of
curiosity into the potential impact of these courses on students’ lives and thus, possibly, the lives
of those with whom they interact. I firmly believe in equity as a right for everyone and wondered
if IGD shaped the way people thought about the world, as is found in prior research (e.g., Ford,
2018a; Gurin et al., 2004; G. Lopez et al., 1998; Madden, 2015; Nagda et al., 2004; VasquesScalera, 2011), then did what they learn also shape their actions in the world? If yes, in what
ways?
As such, the questions that I engage with in this project reach beyond the typical student
learning outcomes of IGD, as briefly outlined above, and move to understand if and how
students apply their learning beyond the confines of the course, from the perspective of former
IGD students. The data that came out of the 33 hours of 25 interviews with 16 students created
an interesting and compelling story that began to reveal unanticipated insights: the processes of
unfolding and becoming of social justice advocates. Initially, I wrote the first of the data chapters
using themes that were most represented among the data and considered writing the dissertation
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based around single themes of action in each data chapter (e.g., academic engagement;
relationships). While discussing the first draft with my advisor, I recognized that many of the
themes overlapped with the Cycle of Liberation and/or Action Continuum. Both models are often
included in IGD courses, particularly toward the end of the course as students prepare for their
group action projects, so my advisor and I were both quite familiar with the concepts. Through
our conversation, and from then forward, I became quite excited and the neurons in my mind
danced; I recognized the connections between the themes that rose to the top of analyses and
their place within the Cycle of Liberation. As is often part of the process of research and
academic writing, I rebooted the analyses and writing and was propelled by how the data made
sense, as a puzzle gaining its final pieces, through the lens of the Cycle of Liberation.
What to Expect
In the Literature Review, IGD research is explored in more depth, including the ways that
IGD has been thoroughly researched as a pedagogical approach to teach about systemic injustice.
The reader is guided through prior research around student outcomes of IGD participation that
overlap with the Cycle of Liberation, including long-term outcomes, as well as the contributions
of this project to the growing field of IGD research. Within that chapter, the theories
undergirding this project, from research to writing, continue to weave together.
In the Methods chapter, the reader will gain a clearer understanding of the nuances of this
qualitative project, including deeper guiding questions, study rationale, research processes, and
exploration of the methodology and guiding theories through the lenses of my social location.
The reader will also be introduced to the research participants, in a chart typical of such projects,
as well as more deeply in many of their own words, through what I call students’
(auto)biographies.
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There are three chapters that bring forward the narrative data and they overlap with the
main three areas of the Cycle of Liberation outlined above: intrapersonal, interpersonal, and
systemic action. For the purposes of analyses, student narratives were sorted based on the
common denominator of best fit in the Cycle of Liberation. That is to say that in the
interpersonal and systemic action examples, it is likely that the reader will recognize elements of
intrapersonal action as well. Similarly, examples in the systemic action chapter will often overlap
with the interpersonal and intrapersonal actions. In this way, the data chapters build upon each
other as the reader journeys with the participants (and researcher) through students’
(dis)engagement along the Cycle of Liberation and their varying journeys of becoming social
justice advocates. Each data chapter has a summary section at the end, depending on your
preference, you may wish to read each chapter summary prior to reading the corresponding
chapter.
Finally, in the conclusion I unpack overarching themes between chapters and tie them
together with any existing literature, including the importance of remaining engaged in
unlearning to maintain action momentum, how privilege and marginalization are important
lenses to understand student action, and other notable themes that wove in and out of the data
throughout the chapters. Some research limitations are revisited in the conclusion. Finally, I
present ideas for future research and recommendations for IGD curriculum and pedagogy that
students’ experiences helped to reveal, as well as a call to action for higher education
administrators.
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Literature Review
Numerous quantitative research projects have been conducted that focus on college
students’ outcomes from intergroup dialogue (e.g., Alimo, 2012; Case, 2007; Chang, 2002;
Denson & Chang, 2009; Gurin et al., 2002; Gurin et al., 2004; Gurin et al., 2015; Gurin-Sands et
al., 2012; Hurtado & Ponjuan, 2005; Laird et al., 2005; Lopez-Humphreys & Araújo Dawson,
2014; G. Lopez et al., 1998; Miles et al., 2015; Muller & Miles, 2017; Nagda et al., 2004; Nagda
et al., 2009; Nagda & Zúñiga, 2003; Rodriguez et al., 2018; Thakral et al., 2016). There are
several, though not as many, published qualitative research projects that focus on college
students' experiences of intergroup dialogue (e.g., Alimo et al., 2002; Buckley & Quaye, 2016;
Cabrera & Corces-Zimmerman, 2017; Dessel & Ali, 2012; Dessel et al., 2011; Dessel et al.,
2013; Diaz & Perrault, 2010; Edwards, 2017; Ford, 2018a; Hopkins & Domingue, 2015; Joslin et
al., 2016; Keehn, 2015; Khuri, 2004; Madden, 2015; Nagda et al., 2011; Vasques-Scalera, 1999,
2011). Intergroup dialogue research also includes published findings on student outcomes from
IGD for high school students (e.g., Irizarry & Raible, 2014; Lopez & Nastasi, 2012; Spencer et
al., 2008), community participation (e.g., Davidson & Moses, 2012; DeTurk, 2006), and teacher
training (e.g., Dessel, 2010; Kohli, 2012). Additionally, there is a growing body of research that
focuses on facilitator experiences (e.g., Ford, 2018a; Maxwell et al., 2011). To date there are two
published reviews of IGD empirical research spanning from 1997 to 2017 (Dessel & Rogge,
2009; Frantell et al., 2019). Together, they review 66 published articles and books of IGD
approaches and outcomes in high school, community settings, and colleges. When narrowing the
field of qualitative research to those that focus on follow-up with students at least one semester
after an IGD course has ended, there remain only a handful of published projects (Diaz &
Perrault, 2010; Ford, 2018a; Gurin et al., 2013; Vasques-Scalera, 1999, 2011).
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This literature review sets out to frame prior IGD research that informed the overarching
research questions guiding this dissertation, which included:
•

How do students put their learning into action through:
o interrogating their own thoughts, emotions, and behaviors?
o engaging in dialogue with others regarding perceived speech and behavior?
o influencing broader changes and engaging in sustained social justice action?

I explore students' narratives around these topics via qualitative analyses of in-depth student
interviews. Relative to the depth and breadth of IGD student outcome research, there is limited
qualitative research that has focused on how former IGD students talk about their everyday
actions and, as far as my extensive search identified, none of the qualitative pieces frame the
analyses of data through the lens(es) of the Cycle of Liberation or Action Continuum.
Considering the ways that qualitative research informs quantitative research and vice
versa, this literature review includes both approaches, as well as some mixed-methods studies. It
is my view that the future of research depends upon the cyclical and collaborative nature of these
approaches and open dialogue among researchers. With such an approach, we are likely to ask
questions we never imagined on our own and uncover perspectives that may otherwise remain
unresearched.
In this chapter, I will briefly discuss the Multi-university Intergroup Dialogue Research
Project (MIGR), from which several IGD publications have drawn their data, and how that
research relates to this dissertation. I will then unpack the existing IGD research as it applies to
the framing of this dissertation, whereby I reframe IGD research to make sense of student
outcomes as intrapersonal, interpersonal, and systemic actions. 10 I then focus on existing student
10

For a more traditional review of the literature, the reader is referred to the two meta-analyses on IGD (Dessel &
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action research on data gathered after IGD completion. Then I discuss the ways this dissertation
seeks to contribute to the literature and the chapter ends with more connections to the theoretical
grounding of this dissertation.
Longitudinal, Multi-university Research & IGD as Distinctive Pedagogy
The Multi-University Intergroup Dialogue Research Project (MIGR) was a longitudinal
study that collected data from nine IGD programs that had IGD programs in various stages of
development at colleges and universities across the so-called U.S., including: Arizona State
University; Occidental College; Syracuse University; University of California, San Diego;
University of Maryland; University of Massachusetts at Amherst; University of Michigan, Ann
Arbor; University of Texas, Austin; and University of Washington, Seattle. There are several
strengths of the MIGR research: its longitudinal four-year design, participation among different
college types, use of control and comparison groups, and uniform curriculum, to just name a few
(Gurin et al., 2013; Gurin-Sands et al., 2012). Over the four years of data collection, 26
race/ethnicity dialogues and 26 gender dialogues were studied, along with matched control
groups for a total of 720 students in dialogue and 717 students in the control (Gurin et al., 2013).
The study design also included 27 social science lecture comparison groups, in which the course
content was similar focus on race and gender and the main difference was pedagogical
approaches (Gurin et al., 2013). Participants completed a survey prior to the course starting (pretest), after the course was over (post-test), and after one year had passed since course completion
(post-posttest) (Gurin et al., 2013). The qualitative data set included IGD participants’ final
papers, 60 video-taped course sessions (three each of ten race/ethnicity and ten gender
dialogues), and interviews with all participants of the 20 different IGD courses (MIGR
Rogge, 2008; & Frantell et al., 2019) and “Research on Outcomes and Processes of Intergroup Dialogue” in
Intergroup Dialogue in Higher Education: Meaningful learning about social justice (Zúñiga et al., 2007, p. 59).
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Guidebook, 2008).
The MIGR data have helped to illustrate the impact of IGD at the immediate completion
of the course (Gurin et al., 2013; Nagda et al., 2009) and for survey measures taken a year after
the end of a course (Gurin et al., 2013). According to the analysis of these data, students who
take IGD have a higher desire to participate in social justice action and a greater understanding
of systemic inequalities than their counterparts at course completion, even when controlling for
self-selection (Nagda, et. al, 2009). Gurin, Wong, Sorensen, Nagda, Zúñiga, Maxwell, and White
Stephan (2013) explored results that IGD continued to retain significance in the difference of
mean scores between control and IGD groups one year later for 21 of the 24 measures, which
included some results that were not present at the initial post-test, such as “comfort in
communication across difference, complex thinking, and skills in dealing with conflict” (Chapter
4, Longitudinal Effects section, para. 2).
The outcomes of MIGR research are meaningful in that the design maintained a control
group and a comparison group and, overall, IGD outperformed in most of the measured areas
(Gurin et al. 2013; Nagda et al., 2009). The use of a comparison group, where course content was
similar, helped to isolate the impact on numerous measures to that of IGD pedagogy (Nagda et
al., 2009). On multiple measures, IGD students’ survey outcomes are significant when compared
to the comparison group. These data suggest that the pedagogy and processes of IGD were
influential in shaping students' capacity for critiquing systems of inequality and toward their
ongoing intentions to engage in social justice action after graduation (Nagda et al., 2009).
IGD Research Reviewed through the Lens of the Cycle of Liberation
For the purposes of narrowing the focus 11 and aligning the literature with this research
There are over 250 articles, chapters, or books with the phrase “intergroup dialogue” in the title, which does not
include all those that focus on IGD, yet do not have the phrase in the title.

11
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project, below I explore IGD college student experiences outside of the classroom through the
lens of the Cycle of Liberation—as intrapersonal, interpersonal, or systemic actions. As such,
there may be topics or themes that have been situated as systemic in nature in their original
publication that I have categorized as intrapersonal or interpersonal action based upon the
reported sphere with whom the action took place. For instance, “strengthening individual and
collective capacities to promote social justice” (Zúñiga et al., 2007, p. 16) is a learning goal for
IGD that is aligned with student outcomes. Some research projects may code those outcomes as
more systemic in nature, since they align with promoting social justice and shifting analysis of
inequality beyond the individual to systemic features. In this project, I layer an additional
question to these outcomes to make sense of with whom did the action take place, to align
analyses through the lens of the Cycle of Liberation. The categorization of student actions for
this project explores whether actions are more recognizable within a person (intrapersonal),
between people (interpersonal), or have the potential to leave a lasting, more systemic impact
between people and groups (systemic).
Research that Encompasses Intrapersonal Action
Of the over 70 IGD research projects included in this literature review, most provided
data and examples that align with what I have framed as intrapersonal action. Intrapersonal
action includes various levels of action within self, such as cognitive, affective, and behavioral.
Gurin-Sands, Gurin, Nagda and Osuna (2012) underscore the necessity of encouraging
intrapersonal changes, which they define as psychological processes, to bring intrapersonal
awareness to the forefront to better scaffold and support additional changes.
Many IGD research outcomes coincide with intrapersonal cognitive actions, defined here
as shifts in the way that students think about or perceive themselves, others, and the larger world.

35
A lot of dialogue research has underscored how students advance their understanding of
inequality from individual to systemic in nature after taking an IGD course (Alimo et al., 2002;
Case, 2007; Dessel et al., 2011; Diaz & Perrault, 2010; Ford, 2012; Gurin & Nagda, 2006; Gurin
et al., 2004; Gurin et al., 2013; Gurin et al., 2015; Irizarry & Raible, 2014; Keehn, 2015; G.
Lopez et al., 1998; Madden, 2015; Muller & Miles, 2017; Nagda et al., 2011; Nagda et al., 2009;
Nagda et al., 2004; Rodriguez et al., 2018; Sumida & Gurin, 2001). Some studies also point
toward increased recognition of intersectional identities among participants, often across
identities of focus (Bajak, 2018; Bissonnette, 2018; Dessel et al., 2013; Gurin, et al., 2013;
Madden, 2015). This understanding of privilege extended to members of socially minoritized
groups (Ford & Malaney, 2012; Nagda et al., 2011) and some research touches upon agency in
action (Dessel et al., 2011; Ford & Malaney, 2012; Madden, 2015; Malaney, 2018; Nagda et al.,
2011; Zúñiga et al., 2012). Research has also pointed toward students’ increased awareness of
their own thoughts (Dessel et al., 2013; Dessel & Ali, 2012; Ford, 2012; Frantell et al., 2019;
Hopkins & Domingue, 2015) and actions (Dessel et al., 2013; Ford, 2012; Joslin et al., 2016),
and awareness of the language and actions of others that may perpetuate the maintenance of
dominant systems (Dessel et al., 2013; Dessel & Ali, 2012; DeTurk, 2006; Nagda et al., 2011).
Awareness in these cases is differentiated from interpersonal action in that they do not include
acting upon the awareness external to self.
Affective changes, those around emotions and feeling are defined here as changes in how
a person feels about themselves and their involvement in the world around them. The way that
dialogue and IGD attends to affective processing is unique to their approach. “Attending to and
learning from emotions is not always accepted as a legitimate concern in academic courses, but
in intergroup dialogue courses emotions and affective learning complement cognitive learning”
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(Gurin-Sands et al., 2012, p. 75). Several academics have addressed the emotional component of
learning about systemic racism and the importance of addressing the emotional to attend to the
intellectual (e.g., Applebaum, 2017; Berlak, 2004; Fox, 2001; Tatum, 1997/2003), which can be
extended as important for learning about systemic inequality at any intersections of identity.
Affective outcomes, sometimes categorized as psychological processes, are common among IGD
research (Dessel et al., 2013; Dessel & Ali, 2012; Ford, 2012; Gurin-Sands et al., 2012; Nagda et
al., 2011; Nagda et al., 2009; Thakral et al., 2016; Zúñiga et al., 2012). These changes and shifts
include increased belief in oneself (Nagda et al., 2004; Denson & Chang, 2009; Irizarry &
Raible, 2014; Joslin et al., 2016; Nagda et al., 2011) and an increased sense of empowerment or
belief in one’s ability to create change (Diaz & Perrault, 2010; Gurin et al., 2013; Nagda et al.,
2011). Students may also come away from dialogue with an increased capacity for empathy
(Bajak, 2018; Frantell et al., 2019; Gurin et al., 2002; Gurin et al., 2004; Gurin et al., 2013;
Hopkins & Domingue, 2015; Joslin et al., 2016; Keehn, 2015; Khuri, 2004; Muller & Miles,
2017; Nagda & Zúñiga, 2003; Nagda et al., 2011; Thakral et al., 2016), increased comfort with
conflict (Bajak, 2018; DeTurk, 2006; Frantell et al., 2019; Gurin et al., 2002; Gurin et al., 2004;
Gurin et al., 2013; Hatch, 2018; Khuri, 2004; Laird et al., 2005; Nagda et al., 2011; Nagda et al.,
2004; Spencer et al., 2008) and increased confidence with difficult conversations about diversity
(Frantell et al., 2019; Nagda et al., 2011; Nagda et al., 2004).
Participation in IGD can also move students toward changes in their own behavior that is
not readily recognizable to external observers (Buckley & Quaye, 2016; Cabrera & CorcesZimmerman, 2017; Dessel & Ali, 2012; Dessel et al., 2011; Dessel et al., 2013; Diaz & Perrault,
2010; Edwards, 2017; Hopkins & Domingue, 2015; Joslin et al., 2016; Keehn, 2015; Khuri,
2004; Madden, 2015; Nagda et al., 2011), such as educating themselves (Lopez-Humphreys &
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Araújo Dawson, 2014; Nagda et al., 2011). Provided that IGD utilizes specific communication
approaches, it should come as no surprise that an increased use of communication skills learned
in IGD is a common outcome of participation (Bajak, 2018; Dessel et al., 2013; Dessel & Ali,
2012; DeTurk, 2006; Gurin et al., 2013; Gurin-Sands et al., 2012; Hopkins & Domingue, 2015;
Nagda et al., 2011; Nagda et al., 2009; Spencer et al., 2008; Zúñiga et al., 2012), including those
communication skills that overlap with the above themes, such as awareness of ones thoughts
and an increased capacity to listen more intently (DeTurk, 2006; Diaz & Perrault, 2010; Frantell
et al., 2019; Hopkins & Domingue, 2015; Spencer et al., 2008). Some of these behavior changes
include shifts in students’ career directions after taking IGD (Diaz & Perrault, 2010).
Research that Encompasses Interpersonal Action
Interpersonal action, as defined here, encompasses students’ actions that may be more
easily recognized by those with whom they are interacting, to include attempts to educate others
and attendance at campus events. Students in prior research projects have discussed the difficulty
in deciding when to and when not to engage in interpersonal actions that interrupt the status quo
(Dessel et al., 2013; Faude, 2018; Ford & Lipkin, 2018b; Vasques-Scalera, 1999, 2011) 12, so
students’ decisions to do so are worthy of deeper investigation. When students engaged in
difficult conversations, the research also shows that they utilized dialogue to guide their
conversations (Diaz & Perrault, 2010; Faude, 2018; Ford & Lipkin, 2018a; Gurin et al., 2013;
Hatch, 2018; Lipkin & Ford, 2018; Malaney, 2018; Vasques-Scalera, 1999, 2011) and some
recognized an increased frequency of conversations of this nature after their IGD experience
(Malaney, 2018; Vasques-Scalera, 1999, 2011).

Italicized citations in this and the next subsection indicate studies where the data for the reported outcome were
gathered from former peer facilitators. More on the nature of the impact of differences between student participant
and peer-facilitators below.
12
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IGD research indicates that students attempt to educate others after taking IGD (Alimo,
2012; Ford & Lipkin, 2018b; Gurin et al., 2013; Gurin-Sands et al., 2012; Lopez-Humphreys &
Araújo Dawson, 2014). A few qualitative research projects provide examples or specifically state
that students who took IGD worked toward educating friends (Dessel et al., 2011; Dessel et al.,
2013; Vasques-Scalera, 1999, 2011) or family (Dessel et al., 2011; Dessel et al., 2013; Hatch,
2018; Malaney, 2018; Vasques-Scalera, 1999, 2011) about issues related to systemic injustice.
Some students increased their attendance at events that focus on issues of social injustice and/or
events that support marginalized groups (Gurin et al., 2004; Lopez-Humphreys & Araújo
Dawson, 2014); though this is an extension of students working to educate themselves, the
events are public and thus provides an external facing display of their commitment to learning, as
well as their intended solidarity with those who planned the events.
Research that Encompasses Systemic Action
Systemic actions, as utilized in this project, are the actions along the Cycle of Liberation
that reach beyond pre-established personal circles of contact, such as friends or family as named
above, and work toward dismantling injustice in a wider capacity. Students who take IGD may
increase their involvement in organizations that are similar to or different from their own racial
identity (Gurin et al., 2004), may coalesce with more social justice forward organizations to
support increasing education around social injustice (Alimo, 2012; Ford & Lipkin, 2018b;
Vasques-Scalera, 1999), and/or may join organizations where the aim is to advance equity (Ford
& Lipkin, 2018b). Students may contribute to organizations or within their employment as role
models, whether self-defined or in positions often thought of as role models (Faude, 2018; Ford
& Lipkin, 2018b; Gurin et al., 2004; Hatch, 2018; Malaney, 2018).
Those who completed IGD may try to change systems from within (Bajak, 2018; Dessel
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et al., 2011; Diaz & Perrault, 2010; Ford & Lipkin, 2018b; Gurin et al., 2013; Hatch, 2018;
Lipkin & Ford, 2018; Vasques-Scalera, 1999, 2011); they may challenge the norms and policies
of the places they work or where they attend college. In some cases, former students created new
initiatives that aimed to educate and disrupt the System, such as developing diversity workshops
(Vasques-Scalera, 2011) and starting dialogue groups and special trainings (Ford & Lipkin,
2018b).
Research on Student Action After IGD Completion
As was noted above, much of the research in the last two sections on interpersonal and
systemic action overlapped with former IGD students who were also peer facilitators. This is
also the case with several of the research projects highlighted below that most closely align with
the research questions I set out to explore. These projects provide an entry-point of what research
has been conducted before and explores some long-term implications of IGD completion on
student lives, which is an area often pointed to in need of more research (Dessel & Rogge, 2009;
Engberg, 2004; Frantell et al., 2019; Ford & Lipkin, 2018b). The students who participated in
this dissertation were strictly participants in IGD courses, whereas the participants in three of the
four projects highlighted below were also former peer facilitators who received specialized
training of varying length and intensity. So though there is overlap between the populations,
there are also substantial differences in the participants of the qualitative projects below in that
the depth of IGD exposure and support was much more extensive for peer facilitators. The
implications for those differences are explored after the explication of the contributions of these
research projects.
In Dialogue Across Difference: Practice, theory, and research on intergroup dialogue,
Gurin, Nagda, and Zúñiga (2013) shared analyzed results of MIGR research. The epilogue
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focused on post-baccalaureate reflections of IGD of 12 former peer-facilitators. The peerfacilitator reflections more closely resemble the time frame and type of inquiry explored in this
dissertation. Many of the former peer-facilitators previously held leadership roles across campus
and were more intricately involved in IGD as either student-researchers or program staff
members after they graduated. Gurin et al. (2013) asked the former peer-facilitators to answer a
series of questions that focused on their use of IGD in their professional lives, as well as how the
work they do overlaps with creating a more socially just society. They also asked the group to
reflect on the ways they engage across difference and bridge differences, including globally. The
time span between their undergraduate graduation and the reflection papers they wrote varied
widely: one of the longest was around seven years later and others had graduated within one year
of the request.
The shared portions of the peer-facilitators’ written responses underscored the importance
the graduates placed on their IGD experience in their current professional lives, partly due to the
focus of the questions they were asked (Gurin et al., 2013). Though the influence of course
content was evident in how students addressed the questions and their capacity to reflect on their
identity—and that of others—much of their reflection underscored the importance of the dialogic
processes and how they continued to use dialogue. Many of the graduates discussed their
continued desire to educate themselves and recognition of its importance for staying engaged in
learning about and working toward social justice, with at least one reflection specifically
underscoring the personal responsibility for learning as imperative for those in privileged social
positions. Within the frame of identity recognition, many of the former students were able to
articulate various intersectional identities and the ways these identities influenced their work.
Some of the participants from racially marginalized backgrounds also felt empowered to speak
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up, underscoring the ways that IGD helps build recognition of agency and its application. Several
of the students discussed the ongoing utility of IGD from the perspective of being able to
communicate effectively across difference of identities and difference of perspectives, as well as
an increased awareness of the layers of injustice in their immediate periphery.
Many of the former facilitators in the epilogue (Gurin et al., 2013) discussed the ways
that they challenged the organizations for which they worked or graduate programs they attended
to really focus in on how a pledged desire for diversity is put into action, as well as other ways
they contributed to creating change. It was clear in the occupations they chose and how they
answered the question that IGD continued to influence how they approached their colleagues and
the stakeholders that their organizations sought to serve. If any of the facilitators delved into their
interactions with family or friends or how IGD continued to impact the personal nature of their
lives it was not included in the epilogue. Former facilitators were asked how they were “involved
with people in or from different countries?” and to speak to how they think of themselves as “a
global citizen” (Gurin et al., 2013, Epilogue, para two, question four) and thus discussed the
impact of IGD on the diversity of their relationships.
Ford’s (2018) collaborative qualitative research explores 28 former IGD peer-facilitators,
including those from intragroup dialogues, 13 from Skidmore College and their lives three to five
years after baccalaureate graduation. This work, Facilitating Change Through Intergroup
Dialogue: Social Justice Advocacy in Practice, is shared in an edited book with contributions
from Ford and six former peer facilitators. Ford (2018) sought to better understand the long-term
impact of IGD on peer-facilitators and conducted 45 to 90 minute interviews in person or by

Intragroup dialogue differs from intergroup dialogue in that participants share (a) similar identit(ies) at the
intersection(s) of course focus. For example, in an intragroup dialogue on race all members would be those who are
marginalized (BIPOC) or privileged (white).

13

42
phone. Many of the questions explored participants’ reflections on their personal and
professional lives and the overlap with what was learned in IGD. Data from these interviews
were analyzed by Ford, “an African American woman, as well as four IGD research assistants of
different racial identities” (p. 23). The book chapters provide in-depth and varied examples of
peer facilitators who engaged in social justice action. Five chapters are written by former
facilitators in which they reflected on their experience as peer facilitators, as well as the ways
they did and did not incorporate their learning from IGD into their post-baccalaureate lives.
Throughout Ford’s (2018) edited book, the lasting value and importance of the affective
engagement with IGD materials are underscored, as are the continual use of the processes of
IGD, including perspective taking, engaged listening, communication processes, increased
comfort with conflict, and increased confidence with conversations around diversity. Several of
the peer facilitators discussed their recognition of privilege, including those with dominant and
those with marginalized identities at the intersection of identity explored in their dialogue course.
Several examples of educating others were included in the research outcomes and most of them
overlapped with their professional work. Ongoing learning about social justice was evident in an
overarching summary of the research data, which included engagement in material beyond the
intersections of the course(s) participants facilitated (Ford & Lipkin, 2018b). There were several
examples of how peer facilitators used their experience and learning from IGD in their work
lives, including in the choices they made for their career paths, engagement in opportunities to be
role models, and work to change organizations from within: one participant started a dialogue at
work, along with special trainings.
Vasques-Scalera (1999, 2011) conducted dissertation research (1999) that focused on
peer facilitators’ experiences in dialogue and their lives post-facilitation and continued to
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disseminate the research outcomes in a chapter of a book that focused on IGD facilitation (2011).
Vasques-Scalera (1999, 2011) qualitatively analyzed data from 19 interviews and 28
questionnaires of 30 former peer facilitators who had graduated from undergraduate one and a
half to four and a half years prior and were working and/or enrolled in graduate school. Many, if
not most, of the facilitators Vasques-Scalera interviewed were interested in and became
facilitators to further their development in issues of social justice, “especially “to teach” others
about the identities in which they were grounded” (1999, p. 139). Vasques-Scalera (1999)
unpacks the ways that IGD peer-facilitators expanded how they learn, as well as how they
navigate their daily world, through the process of IGD, namely the ways that the “personal,
emotional, and experiential” processes of IGD opened-up these avenues of learning (p. 230).
Through these ways, peer-facilitators were able to “move past guilt, anger, and defensiveness by
understanding themselves, others, and larger structural issues” (Vasques-Scalera, 1999, p. 231).
Vasques-Scalera (1999, 2011) highlights the ways that peer facilitators continue to utilize
the process and content they learned while in training for and as co-facilitators of an IGD course.
Vasques-Scalera (1999) underscores the importance of emotional engagement as a critical
element to facilitate the flow needed for intellectual engagement of course material. The themes
discussed touch upon the ways that former peer facilitators continue: to learn about the System;
to believe that disparity is a result of systemic origins; to challenge or educate their friends,
colleagues, and family on language and behavior; and to utilize their positions within their work
space to cultivate a culture of change, such as by facilitating diversity workshops or utilizing
their unearned privileges as leverage to advocate for an increased representation of staff with
marginalized identities. Vasques-Scalera (1999) called attention to the range of actions and the
importance of all of them, stating, “this research challenges the notion that only large and
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collective action constitutes change” (p. 291): a notion that remains implicitly embedded in many
IGD research articles and to date and which this dissertation also seeks to complicate.
Lopez-Humphreys and Araújo Dawson (2014) published a quantitative pilot study where
they surveyed Bachelor of Social Work (BSW) students at the conclusion of an IGD course and
again one year later. They analyzed the results of a convenience sample of 27 students who
completed both all surveys out of the pool of 47 students who completed one of three dialogues
within the social work field. The findings were presented utilizing descriptive statistics and a
paired sample t-test of overall scores, a metric they called students’ “social justice activity” (p.
39). They created this social justice activity score by adding students’ scores on the Confidence
and Frequency of Action Measure (CFAM) and the Roper Political Questions (RPQ) instrument.
Lopez-Humphreys and Araújo Dawson data showed an overall significant increase in students’
social justice engagement. They also grouped survey answers along the McClintock’s Social
Justice Continuum, which “showed an average increase in all stages” (p. 39); these stages mirror
the Action Continuum (Griffin & Harro, 1982/1997; Wijeyesinghe et al., 1997). LopezHumphreys and Araújo Dawson’s study seemed to illustrate that the commitment to social
justice action among their sample grew over time. Their project briefly, yet directly, explored
overlaps of student action to the Action Continuum.
Contribution to the Literature
This project adds to the literature by qualitatively exploring the range of social justice
advocacy that students may engage in during college enrollment after IGD course completion
and does so through the lens of the Cycle of Liberation. The bulk of research that explored
longer-term actions among students who are not peer facilitators, do so alongside analyses of
students’ immediate outcomes from courses and such analyses are quantitative in nature (Gurin
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et al., 2013; Gurin et al., 2004; Rodriguez et al., 2018). As reviewed above, much of IGD
research focuses on data during and immediately after the completion of IGD and,
understandably, often address the stated learning outcomes of IGD (Zúñiga et al., 2014). This
dissertation engages beyond IGD learning outcomes to include continued learning and
application of knowledge along the Cycle of Liberation. The qualitative approach of this project
provides a basis to understand student actions with more depth and wider framing than when
compared to quantitative analysis, which, by nature of statistical analysis, collapses (or combines
multiple) variables and types of student action (Gurin et al., 2013; Gurin et al., 2004; Rodriguez
et al., 2018). These quantitative research projects are immensely valuable and encourage
researchers to ask additional questions about students’ application of learning after IGD has
ended, including those I have pursued in this project.
Though the MIGR studies interviewed students “within two weeks of the conclusion of
the dialogue” (MIGR Guidebook, p. 53), the interview questions focused heavily on students’
reflections of their experience in dialogue versus their application of the learning outside of the
IGD space. This framing makes sense provided the research questions that MIGR sought to
answer and the short duration between course completion and interview. The MIGR student
interviews asked nine total questions, plus sub-parts, and included two questions directly related
to students’ application of knowledge, though students could feasibly include their actions in
their answers to any of the questions. The MIGR coding guide included several options for
applied skills with self or others and taking action for self, others, or collaborative (MIGR
Guidebook, 2008). The depth and framing of questions toward application of IGD learning for
this dissertation and the gap of time between IGD completion and the interviews are the main
differences between the MIGR interview research and this dissertation (Gurin et al., 2013;
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Rodriguez et al., 2018).
Another contribution to the literature that this dissertation provides is the framing of the
data analysis through the Cycle of Liberation, and, by association, parallels to the Action
Continuum. One quantitative project used the Action Continuum in one small section (LopezHumphreys & Araújo Dawson, 2014), as summarized above; however, it was not their main lens
of analysis. Several studies parallel the framing of intrapersonal, interpersonal, and some variant
of systemic as used in this study (e.g., Dessel et al., 2013), yet no prior qualitative research
project that explored IGD course outcomes explicitly used the Cycle of Liberation to frame or
engage with data analysis. Provided the ways that these frames of reference for action are used in
IGD courses, to open conversations with students of how to apply their learning and how to
move from dialogue to action to disrupt the System, it seems useful to engage these frames to
contextualize student outcomes, as well as the potential long-term implications of IGD. This
study offers evidence of how students’ application of IGD learning maps onto the Cycle of
Liberation.
The qualitative research projects that explore student application of IGD knowledge after
completion of IGD often do so after students have graduated college (Ford, 2018a; Gurin et al.,
2013; Vasques-Scalera, 1999, 2011) and concentrate on student leaders and/or peer-facilitators.
This research project focuses on students’ reported applications of IGD learning during their
remaining enrollment at CNYU. Between the initial exit interviews conducted as a part of Gurin
et al. (2013) research and the written reflections of former peer-facilitators, there exists a gap in
understanding how students, not peer-facilitators, engage in relationships—on campus, with
peers, with family, or in the community—between the time they complete an IGD course and

47
their departure from undergraduate studies. 14
As has been mentioned above, some of the main differences in the qualitative research
that goes into more depth about interpersonal and systemic actions is that the data were gathered
from peer facilitators (Ford, 2018a; Gurin et al., 2013; Vasques-Scalera, 1999, 2011). Though
these are also students, many of whom completed IGD as students, there is a vast difference in
the depth of training, post-dialogue processing, and ongoing support between what peer
facilitators received versus student experiences of IGD. For instance, to become a peer facilitator
at Skidmore, which was the location for the research presented in Ford’s edited book (2018),
interested students must have completed several pre-requisites, including completion of an IGD
course as a student and had to commit to a three-semester training process prior to cofacilitating. This amounts to a full two years of IGD engagement before co-facilitating a course.
Skidmore peer-facilitators also took a course while they facilitated to process and unpack what
they were experiencing and learning. This intensive lead-up and support for peer facilitation is
introduced here 15 to illustrate the contrast between the depth of IGD involvement of peerfacilitators in Ford’s study versus the IGD students in this dissertation. Though the depth of
training at Skidmore is extensive, all IGD programs that engaged in the MIGR research trained
associated facilitators in a similarly in-depth way. By the nature of facilitating a dialogue, to
foster a brave space and guide students toward deeper understanding of systemic structures, peer
facilitators already engage in deep practice and application of IGD skills. It is thus not too far of
a leap to infer that compared to the students in their courses, peer facilitators graduate from

I did not follow-up to verify graduation of each participant, thus am careful about the wording here to not focus
only on undergraduate completion. This wording is also intentional to not impose any value that college completion
or graduation is superior to any other process by which students exit higher education, as in my view it is not. One
participant of this study was enrolled in a graduate program at the time of their interview and was included in the
data analyzed herein.
15
See Ford (2018, p. 16-25) for more context of the peer-facilitator requirements and training process at Skidmore.
14
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college with far more practice applying IGD. As such, students’ narratives highlighted in this
dissertation are encouraging for the impact and future of IGD.
Theoretical Grounding
“Without community, there is no liberation...but community must not mean a shedding of
our differences, nor the pathetic pretense that these differences do not exist.” Audre
Lorde (1984/2007, 112)
As this dissertation is a way to investigate the ways that students engage in action that
might further the works toward liberation, the theory that grounds this work comes from authors
who are situated within feminisms that embrace intersectionality. As such, those who employ the
use of intersectionality branch across various categorizations of fields, and within feminism
include Black Feminism (e.g., Hill Collins, 1990; hooks, 1986), Postcolonial Feminism (e.g.,
Anzaldúa, 1990), Decolonial Feminism (e.g., Lugones, 1994), and Transnational Feminism (e.g.,
Mohanty, 2003), just to name a few. The theory and methods of intersectionality formed the
foundation upon which the research questions were formed, data were analyzed, and the
presentation and engagement with the student stories presented herein. The whole process was
framed in the spirit of intersectional feminist thinking, to engage a both/and approach to
understanding student action. Writ large, intersectionality pushes against and challenges binary
thinking or categorization of identities, particularly in the realm of hegemonic norms. The
highlight of intersectionality herein, dovetails with the theories presented in the introduction
around critical multiculturalism and social justice education, as well as the grounding of modern
theorists and activists who are active in the current movements for equity and those with whom
they connect from the Civil Rights Movements and before. The threads of theoretical grounding
for this dissertation continues in this chapter and is woven into the Methods and throughout this
written work.
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Intersectionality is a theory that explains social identities as overlapping and (often)
incapable of being parsed into distinct categories. Those who theorize about intersectionality
contend that there is no essence to a particular group and that all groups are inherently
heterogeneous. Furthermore, intersectionality theory posits that identity is non-static, sociohistorically located, and multiple within intersections of privileges and oppressions (e.g., Butler,
1990; Crenshaw, 1989; Haraway, 2003; Lugones, 1994; Mohanty, 2003; Narayan, 2000; Oluo,
2019b; Spelman, 1988). Researchers need to be more intersectional in exploration of student
outcomes from diversity course enrollment (e.g., Anzaldúa, 1990; Bailey, 2007; hooks, 1986,
1995; Lugones, 1994; Mohanty, 2003), in this case that of IGD. In Feminism Without Borders,
Chandra Talpade Mohanty (2003) challenges feminism to become more intersectional rather
than focusing on an essentialized notion of a singular identity (women). As Audre Lorde
(1984/2007) and many others insisted, the realization of additional freedoms within one slice of
identity does not liberate the whole (e.g., Butler, 1990; Crenshaw, 1989; Haraway, 2003; hooks,
1995; Lugones, 1994; Mohanty, 2003; Narayan, 2000; Oluo, 2019b; Spelman, 1988; Truth,
1851). We should not attempt the impossible and force a separation of students’ identities by
researching in a strict essentialist manner that highlights only a single element of their identity
without engaging with their wholeness. By doing so, we limit the realm of possibilities of their
narratives.
This assertion and call for intersectionality recognizes the complications and importance
of determining student outcomes in quantitative research and the process of understanding
student experiences through qualitative research, which even in this project sometimes
strategically focuses on various segments of identity that are more salient in the examples
provided. However, we should not attempt to do so at the expense of setting up artificial binaries

50
of student identities (e.g., BIPOC and white students or men and women) when we discuss
“benefits” from diversity courses—even if such binaries are unintentional. For instance, BIPOC
students are not only members of a marginalized group based on race, they also live their lives
through intersectional identities that may encompass additional marginalized and/or privileged
identities. Assuming marginalized student experiences—at any intersection(s) —are identical, in
a classroom or elsewhere, is essentialist and shortsighted and further reifies systemic oppression.
Through the lens of María Lugones’ “logic of curdling” (1994, p. 463), people are a
collection of complicated identities, which cannot be “separated” into one clear cut characteristic
(Lugones, 1994, p. 458). For example, Black women are neither only Black nor only women:
they are always both (e.g., Crenshaw, 1989; hooks, 1986; Lorde, 1984/2007; Truth, 1851).
Through the logic of purity (Lugones, 1994), separation of the intersections of identities is
attempted, whereby in the above example Black women are socially pressured to choose their
race or their gender as a source of identification (Crenshaw, 1989). To challenge and interrupt
this artificial call to purity, Lugones applies the logic of curdling to complicate ideas and
ideologies to explicate the idea of mestizaje—a state of ambiguity, a both/and, which is often
utilized to disrupt “the orderliness of the system, of schematized reality” (p. 459)—to challenge
binaries and unsettle dominant discourse and expectations.
Gloria Anzaldúa (1990) discusses the movement of “self-reflectivity (for) … uncovering
the inter-faces, the very spaces and places where our multiple-surfaced, colored, racially
gendered bodies intersect and interconnect” (p. xvi). In addition, she discusses the apparent
desire of white feminists for a unitary identity, a desire to “blur racial difference…to smooth
things out…to want a complete, totalizing identity” (p. xxi): this concept mirrors Maria Lugones’
(1994) logic of purity. This desire for a neat category for analyses denies the complexities, the
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intersectionality, of identity; in most cases, the impact of one’s race cannot be separated from
one’s gender(s), sexuality, (dis)ability, socio-economic status, or any other socially constructed
or socially enforced characteristic. We in the academy who study the impact of diversity courses
need to be attend to our processes and biases of “diversity” that we do not only speak of racial
diversity and instead leave space for nuance and multiple understandings and analyses of the role
of identities in various institutions, including educational institutions.
I was introduced to María Lugones via Alison Bailey (2007), who echoed Lugones
(1994) work to state “(m)ultiplicitous selves defy control and categorization by” insisting upon
an identity that is made up of multiple identities and thereby resisting the plea of the dominant to
perform within the context of one identity (p. 84). Bailey wrote that with the concept of curdling,
white ignorance can be transformed if the recognition of “our own multiplicity” takes place (p.
91, emphasis in original). The logic of curdling extends to those with dominant identities to
recognize parts of ourselves 16 formerly erased by family, society, and, in turn, by ourselves,
sometimes through dissociation and sometimes through generational intention. Bailey advocates
for the use of the logic of curdling, and other positions of ambiguity, to challenge dominant
ideology and to help understand acts that aim to subvert the status quo. This concept is
applicable to pushing beyond the binary to recognize simultaneous resistance to and critical
understandings of systemic oppression. For instance, those who are White will never understand
the lived-realities of systemic racism and are unlikely to challenge the status quo without also
upholding it in some way (e.g., hooks, 1995; Rosales Mesa, 2020; Taylor, 2020a). Similarly, in
embracing a non-binary process, a curdled reality, it is expected that unlearners will resist how

Though “themselves” might be more academic in this type of writing, I use “ourselves” and other similar
pronouns intentionally so that I do not place myself, as white, outside of the racially dominant community. It is a
reminder that I remain bound to the responsibilities of interrogating my interlocking identities of privilege and
oppression.

16
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some new learning pushes against their habits and thoughts, while also possibly breaking through
and unsettling some of the ways they and others reify the System. We are always unlearning and
undoing and becoming and also reifying and upholding.
In this way, the logic of curdling also applies to the ways we learn and put to action our
learning about systems of domination and liberation. The Cycle of Liberation represents and
holds the tensions of all elements of the cycle at the same time, even in its two-dimension
presentation. The purpose of the Cycle of Liberation (Harro, 2010) is to illustrate a possible
process that can upend all systems through the lens of working toward coalition building and acts
of solidarity that challenge the System. It is also a both/and process and embraces the reality that
those who seek to challenge systemic oppression are often simultaneously at various points in the
Cycle of Liberation. It is not a process that is clear or clean or one-way, it is muddied and full of
complexities.
Through dialogue and the growing of the capacity for deep listening, students also grow
in their relationship with and care for one another (Allport, 1954/1979; Dovidio et al., 2005;
Gurin et al., 2004; Kenworthy et al., 2005; Pettigrew, 1998). Through the course material,
dialogues, and participants sharing their stories, group members cultivate a growing ability to
imagine life from another’s perspective, including the ways systemic oppression impacts the
material reality of people’s lives. Diving into antiracist action and any action rooted in disrupting
systemic inequality requires a capacity for perspective taking, as well as ongoing conversations
with and learning with and from those who are most marginalized—a decentering of dominance
—as well as a self-excavation of our own layers of privilege and inner dominance in the spaces
where we experience any reification of dominant systems.
Yet there exists a hesitancy to act against the System, especially among those who are
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early learners, as well as among those who have been deep in the learning and work within their
profession. In Feminism Without Borders, Chandra Talpade Mohanty (2003) echoes Anzaldúa
(1990) when she identifies what she recognizes as three “problematic directions within U.S.based feminisms” (p. 6), which includes the highly academic nature of feminist movements that
“becomes a way to advance academic careers rather than a call for fundamental and collective
social and economic transformation” (p. 6), where the engagement is in the space of the mind
versus the space of the materialized realities. In addition to a concern for one’s profession and
the related pushback for disrupting the status quo, among the possible root causes of the
reluctance to dive into the deep difficulty of actively engaging in anti-oppressive action within
self and others is a notion of colonial white supremacy itself: the aim of perfection (Alcoff, 1991;
Okun, 2021; Taylor, 2020b). This drive to perfection keeps those in positions of power from
actively engaging in dismantling the System, which then holds us back from challenging our
peers, family, and colleagues when we witness oppressive language or actions. This level of
complicity in the System thus reasserts dominant structures that demand perfection and punish
for failures to be perfect—even if only within ourselves (Rosales Meza, 2020; Taylor, 2018,
2020b). As such, it becomes undeniable that we do and will make mistakes and remains
imperative that we “attempt to actively, attentively, and sensitively to ‘hear’ (understand) the
criticism” (Alcoff, 1991, p. 26) and make amends (Pandit, 2017) and work toward transformative
justice (brown, 2017, 2021; Kaba, 2021). Indeed, as Alcoff wrote, “A quick impulse to reject
criticism must make one wary” (1991, p. 26).
When guided by the Cycle of Liberation as non-static and non-binary avenues of
engagement, actions that challenge the System are responsible when they are accompanied by
genuine openness to be held accountable when (not if) we reinscribe or uphold elements of the
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System (Pandit, 2017; Taylor, 2020a). In IGD, the processes of (un)learning and action must be
inextricable on the reiterative journey to build lasting meaningful relationships and coalitions
across difference. We must seek to minimize harm, by learning with and from authors, dialogues,
and our own failures, yet we cannot expect that we will ever reach a place where we will do no
harm. Part of the responsibility of taking social justice action, especially when we challenge the
System at the places where we may be privileged, is knowing that we will cause harm and
engaging anyway while we continually learn, with the desire and follow-through to repair and
adjust (brown, 2017, 2021), and then keep working to upend the System. Holding these tensions,
that we must act AND we will fail, it is critical to underscore that anti-oppressive acts are not to
be engaged in non-reflexively. The learning and the working are a both/and, not an either/or.
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Research Design and Methods
This dissertation used in-depth interviewing to explore how students applied their
learning from intergroup dialogue after the class ended. The aim of the research was to better
understand the actions students shared they did or did not take after completing an IGD course
and, at times, how students made sense of their actions. To recap, the overarching research
questions guiding this dissertation included:
•

How do students put their learning into action through:
o interrogating their own thoughts, emotions, and behaviors?
o engaging in dialogue with others regarding perceived speech and behavior?
o influencing broader changes and engaging in sustained social justice action?

Between Spring 2009 and Spring 2011, the 16 participants had completed one of four intergroup
dialogue courses at Central New York University (CNYU): Women’s Dialogue on Race;
Intergroup Dialogue on Race & Ethnicity; Intergroup Dialogue on Gender; or Intergroup
Dialogue on Sexual Orientation. They were interviewed between November 2011 and May 2012,
a full semester or more after their IGD enrollment was completed. Most of the interviews were
transcribed during the 2012-2013 academic year and two of them were transcribed in 2015 and
2016. The data were coded and analyzed from 2015 to 2018, using the methods described below.
This qualitative approach allowed for participants to discuss their experiences in detail and space
for follow-up questions to add more detail to their narrative to better understand their
perspectives. With this method, students’ narratives framed and guided the analysis process, so
that we may learn from participants not merely about participants (Ferguson, 2001). The main
focus of this research, and the bulk of the interview questions, focused on the way students
applied their learning from their IGD experience, particularly as it applied to their self-
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perception, interactions with people they knew, and actions that they may have taken to
challenge systemic oppressions. Their narratives aligned with a range of actions along the Cycle
of Liberation (Harro, 2010).
In this chapter, I will present the research methodology, to include the research methods
(setting, participant recruitment, individual and group interviews, and the time frame of the
project) and the data analysis (transcription, data coding, and data limitations). As is important to
all research, I discuss my intersectional social location and roles, as well as how those shaped
how this project unfolded. I wrap up this chapter by introducing the reader to the participants,
both through a traditional chart and via some of the students’ narratives in what I call their
(auto)biographical sketches.
Research Methods
In this section I describe the institutional setting for the data collection, the process used
for participant recruitment, and details about interview procedures (Bogdan & Biklin, 2003).
Setting
All students were enrolled as undergraduates at Central New York University (CNYU), a
PHWI, when they completed an intergroup dialogue course. CNYU enrolls students from
multiple countries, races, genders, sexualities, and students across various religious and socioeconomic backgrounds. At the time the data were collected, CNYU had an approximate
undergraduate population of 13,000 full-time students, and about 700 part-time students. At the
same time, 57 percent of the student population was women, a common trend in higher
education, and its demographic data on the Institutional Research site reported that 31 percent of
the 2009 incoming student cohort were BIPOC students; however, the institution as a whole
includes less than 22 percent BIPOC students, including graduate students. The data from 2009
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are most closely aligned with the timing of enrollment for the students interviewed and thus
illustrate the gender and racial diversity of CNYU that framed their undergraduate experiences.
All interviews took place in university spaces with adequate privacy to ensure the
maintenance of participants' confidentiality and in spaces that were mutually agreeable to the
interviewee and interviewer. All meeting spaces were handicap accessible and met basic
requirements to maintain external confidentiality of the participants. There were no written
details that indicated the purpose of the space outside the door and students were seated with
their backs to any doors.
Participant Recruitment
Participants completed an intergroup dialogue course at least one full semester prior to
being interviewed. For example, any new participants in Fall 2011 would have had to complete a
section of IGD 200 by Fall 2010 or in prior semesters, just as those who started participating in
Spring 2012 had to complete an IGD course by Spring 2011 or before. Students who did not
have a full semester break from their completion of IGD 200, or an equivalent time with summer
breaks, did not participate in this study.
After the IRB reviewed and approved the research plans, the IGD coordinator emailed
eligible students a request for voluntary participation in the study (see Appendix A for all email
form letters), with the consent of the faculty director. At the time of the initial request, there were
over 150 students who had completed the courses and were enrolled at CNYU.
The initial email from the program informed students that participation was voluntary and
that they should reply within two weeks to the IGD coordinator if they did not want their contact
information disclosed for research purposes. After the two-week period, the IGD coordinator
sent me at list of the full names, emails, and the semester of IGD enrollment for students who did
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not opt out. Shortly thereafter, I used mail-merge to email the remaining students directly to
request their participation, excluding those who had already indicated they wanted to participate.
The final follow-up email request was sent in the second week of the Spring 2012 semester to
any students who had not opted out or who had not yet volunteered. In early Spring 2012, a new
batch of emails was sent to Spring 2011 IGD course participants and the same process as above
was followed in their recruitment; five of the 16 participants were recruited from the Spring 2011
IGD students. Students did not receive any incentives for volunteering and were not enrolled in
IGD courses during the semester they were interviewed; there were no undue influences on their
agreeing to participate. Eighteen students volunteered to participate and 16 were able to complete
an interview.
Individual and Group Interviews
In-depth and semi-structured interviews differ from structured interviews in that they
probe more deeply into topics that interviewees talk about in their narrative and are often longer
than one hour and/or include multiple sessions (Anderson & Jack, 1991; Bogdan & Biklen,
2003). During late Fall 2011 and throughout Spring 2012, I conducted individual in-depth, openended, semi-structured interviews with 16 participants. After themes began to emerge, I
conducted additional interviews with four participants to clarify what was emerging from their
perspectives. These were intended to take place in one or two focus groups, yet was not possible
due to student schedules. Two participants were interviewed individually and there was one
interview with two students together, referred to below as the dyad.
The same base questions were used across initial interviews to delve into the proposed
topics with consistency. Several questions addressed students' experiences within the class, their
view of themselves, and recognition and examples of the ways they used the process and content
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of dialogue beyond the IGD classroom. Many of the narratives discussed in the data chapters
were in response to the following prompts/questions:
•
•
•
•

Describe for me how you view yourself before the class and how that might be
similar or different to how you view yourself now.
What did you learn about yourself from taking this course?
What about the process(es) of dialogue do you continue to use? Can you give me any
examples of how?
How do you use your knowledge from intergroup dialogue since you completed the
course?

As with most semi-structured interviews, many questions surfaced as follow-up from the student
narratives and thus each interview sequence and content varied. In this way, I aimed to learn as
much as possible from participants (Ferguson, 2010) and viewed them as the experts of their
experience.
All interviews were audio recorded with participant permission, which were used for
creating transcriptions. Fourteen participants agreed to video recording, which were not used for
data analysis, yet may be used for public dissemination of the data to maintain students’ voices.
Since videos would limit the external confidentiality, participants were given the option to use
given first names or to choose their own pseudonym for the research 17: 13 participants chose the
former option and three chose the latter option. Consent forms clearly indicated these options
and required students to initial their choices (see Appendix C. Informed consent). Participants
were given the option to change their mind about these choices all the way through the data
collection process.
At initial interviews, including the dyad, participants were thanked for their interest in the
research and students read and signed the informed consent paperwork and were provided time
to ask questions. In addition to written explanation of their rights in the informed consent
This approach is consistent with Ford’s (2018) research where former dialogue peer facilitators authored chapters
in the book.

17
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document, I orally revisited their right to end the interview at any time, not answer any question
they did not want to, to withdraw their consent from the process or any part of the process, and to
have any prior interviews excluded from the research, as well as how to contact the faculty
member supervising the process if they had any questions or concerns. All students who were
interviewed remained enrolled in the research.
Overall, six of the initial 16 students participated in follow-up interviews. The greatest
number of follow-up interviews were with Mollie and Andrea 18 who were both interviewed a
total number of three times; with Mollie, one of those follow-up interviews was in the dyad. The
other four participants completed one follow-up interview in addition to their initial interview.
Through the follow-up conversations, students helped to add context and their perspectives
around emerging themes of how students applied their learning of IGD processes, how they
made academic decision, and how they engaged with friends.
Time
Not counting any conversation that occurred before and after the interviews, the shortest
interview was 42 minutes, the longest was two hours and seven minutes, and the average of the
first interviews was about 75 minutes. The first interview lasted longer than anticipated, as such,
remaining interviews began with a clarification of participants’ available time. On some
occasions, students did not want to wrap-up the interview at the agreed upon time and, where
possible, we continued with their narratives. Students were often surprised at how long they had
been talking. On more than one occasion, students expressed their gratitude for being able to
share their experiences and (re)stated that IGD was among the most influential classes they had
taken. They were all very gracious with their time and were thanked for their participation.
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Students will be introduced in more detail later in this chapter.
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Data Analysis
Across the 16 students, there was a total of just over 33 hours of interview data over the
course of 23 meetings. Interviews were transcribed and analyzed using MAXQDA. This section
covers those details, as well as limitations to the data.
Transcription
A paid transcriptionist, who agreed to maintain student confidentiality and not discuss
the interview contents, transcribed 21 of the interviews. I transcribed two interviews using a
transcription feature in MAXQDA. For the interviews that were externally transcribed, to clean
these transcriptions, I used ExpressScribe. I corrected any errors in the transcription, including
punctuation, and added emphasis, misheard or missing words, and other details of speech. Where
students emphasized words, these words are set apart by italics. In some places, the cadence or
pitch of students’ voices changed or there was an action of some form to capture—such as
laughter or tapping a table, which is set apart by angle brackets (e.g., <text>). Sometimes when
students resumed their typical cadence and pitch the change is marked by <normal>. Here is an
example to illustrate the full process explained above for the difference in the received
transcription segment of an interview:
They’re still one’s where they won’t really talk about like I tried bringing up the topic of
Polly ____ one day ‘cause that was a hot topic in our dialogue that was (laughs) not
talked about.
versus how the quote would appear after being cleaned:
They’re still ones where they won’t really talk about like, I tried bringing up the topic of
polyamory one day, cause that was a hot topic in our dialogue. That was <laughs> not
talked about.
In this example, polyamory is a word that is not commonly heard outside of LGBTQ+ or poly*
groups and could be an unknown term to the transcriptionist. Since this research was not about
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the transcriptionist, I did not follow-up on missed words or misheard words with her.
Only the audio of the interviews was utilized for finalizing transcriptions. Where I
recalled or heard other details of the interview, such as non-verbal communication or tapping on
a table, I added them to the transcript. I also updated any punctuation so that it followed the
phrasing and sentence structure for each participant as I heard it. Even though interviews took
place in 2011-2012 and transcription cleaning and coding occurred between 2012 and 2016, I
quickly recalled the details of the interviews and was mentally right back in the room with them.
Data Coding
The interview transcriptions, once cleaned, were coded using qualitative research
methods with codes framed from the research and interview questions, and then branched out to
reoccurring themes within the text of the interviews (Bogdan & Biklin, 2003; Kuckartz, 2014).
The majority of codes were developed throughout the coding process with a desire to maintain
an inductive process to understanding the data, such that the big picture was not predetermined;
as the data were analyzed the major themes became more evident (Bogdan & Biklin, 2003;
Kuckartz; 2014). The codes that laid the theoretical framework over the data, were derived from
the Cycle of Liberation (Harro, 2010) and some overlapping elements of the Action Continuum
(Griffin & Harro, 1982/1997; Wijeyesinghe et al., 1997), which are defined in the Introduction.
Though I set out to study student action, I had not considered the Cycle of Liberation or Action
Continuum as a framework prior to analyzing the data. It was through discussing my initial
findings with my dissertation chair and our resulting conversation, including active and reflective
listening, that it became evident that these frames were a legend to understand the data.
I used MAXQDA 12 as the qualitative analysis software to code the transcripts, which
allowed for the import of transcribed interviews, as well as transcribing within MAXQDA. There
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were 10 codes along the Cycle of Liberation and 7 along the Action Continuum that
corresponded to actions on various points of those two engagement models. There were an
additional 73 codes, including subcodes, that added depth to those main theoretically grounded
codes. There were 346 codes between the initial codes developed from the interview questions,
open codes that emerged through data analysis, and the theoretically grounded codes. Only 98
codes occurred between participant experiences and reached sufficient saturation to be utilized.
Data Limitations
I collected the data while I was a full-time doctoral student and completed the collection
of those data in the Spring semester of 2012. Due to financial insecurity, I accepted and started a
full-time job in October 2012. The time constraints of securing and then working a full-time job
led to an extended gap of up to five years between when interviews were conducted and when
transcriptions were cleaned and analyzed. Despite that gap of time, most of 33 hours of data were
intelligible and transcriptions were rich and valuable: only a few words in all those data were
unknown.
Participants had often completed other courses that paralleled the content common in
IGD before, concurrent to, and/or after completion of an IGD course and/or completed such a
course concurrent to being interviewed. Where possible, students described how IGD learning
influenced in their narratives; however, since several students were interested in issues of social
justice prior to taking IGD, had enrolled in and/or completed courses with similar content before,
or had enrolled in such courses between taking IGD and our interview, it was difficult for them
to isolate which course(s) could be attributed to their perceptions and actions. Several students
do, however, attribute the process of dialogue to their recognition of course interactions they
describe and to how they choose to participate in (or not) difficult conversations in and out of the
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non-IGD classroom. Most of them attributed their conversation styles and dialogic engagement
to IGD.
The purpose of this research remained the same—to make sense through students’
narratives of how students use their learning from social justice education after a class has ended,
with a focus of IGD as a shared pedagogical style. Since the requirements of participation did not
require that students have no former experience with courses that focus on or cover issues of
systemic injustice, or that they had not previously considered systemic injustice prior to taking
IGD, there is no control for those overlapping experiences, nor does qualitative research
typically utilize such control. Students enroll(ed) in IGD courses with varied experiences in and
out of the classroom. IGD was used as a common experience between the participants in this
research and likely influenced their process of engagement in the issues, or even perhaps their
likelihood to engage with others around these topics; except where expressly stated by the
participant, IGD cannot be assumed to be the sole source for their content awareness of social
injustice issues.
It would be useful for future quantitative research to consider those processes and control
for such variables, as it is more amenable to control such factors in ways that qualitative research
is not meant to, and typically does not attempt to, control in such ways. As with all qualitative
research, the results gathered in this project are not generalizable (Bogden & Biklen, 2003).
These data and analysis are meant to add layers to the ever-changing and growing field of
literature that focuses on IGD courses, particularly related to students’ application of IGD
learning and understanding student actions at least a semester after the course has ended.
Another limitation to these data is that there were no volunteers among two key groups:
Native students or white men. Unlike white men, there are limited studies that explore the
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experiences of Native students in higher education. The experiences of Native students in higher
education are deserving of deeper understanding (Shotton et al., 2013). None of the participants
of this study identified as Native students, nor are there IGD studies that specifically engage or
explore Native students IGD experiences in or outside the classroom without collapsing data.
Though many IGD studies analyze outcomes along race that directly study white student
outcomes, for statistical purposes they frequently collapse racial findings 19 and do not separate
out for race by gender (e.g., Alimo, 2012; Gurin et al., 2015; Nagda et al., 2004) and for similar
reasons, as well as fewer overall numbers, such research often collapses results for Native
students into a larger group of BIPOC students. Though there were and are white men and
Native Students who enroll in IGD at CNYU, none of the participants identified in these ways. 20
Relatedly, the voluntary nature of both IGD enrollment and the participant recruitment of this
research shapes the data that are captured in this project. Nonetheless, these data remain
important and rich.
As is explored in more depth below, my social location impacted this research in many
ways. As a researcher who is white and perceived as woman, these more readily visible identities
shaped what questions I asked, how and what participants chose to discuss in their answers, as
well as our shared interactions and flow of conversation—which remains true whether any
impact is identifiable. Though the conversations and what rose to the surface would vary based
on multiple factors no matter who conducted the interviews and analyses, the socio-hxstorical
significance of whiteness and gender shape the limitations of these data in ways that should not

It is important for the reader to understand that when such variables are collapsed, it is typically because there are
no significant differences within the variable. Researchers often run multiple analysis to determine if there are
notable within group or between group differences that would alter the influence of the variable within any analyses.
20
Until interviews were conducted, I had no accurate basis to judge race or gender of potential participants.
Additionally, this research utilizes self-ascribed identities of participants, not the researcher’s assumptions or
ascription.
19
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be ignored. In the future, I want to utilize member checking and a team coding approach to
increase the diversity of perspectives from social location to enrich possible understandings of
these and other data. Relatedly, it would be useful to engage a team approach to the in-depth
interview process to increase the possibility of multiple perspectives across differences and
similarities of the researcher and researched.
Locating the Researcher
Social location is an important factor to remain mindful of at every stage of research.
Academics’ social location shapes, shifts, and unsettles our product, whether theoretical,
research-based, and/or (with)in any community; the degree and direction to which this occurs
might vary depending upon particular intersections of identities (Gallagher, 2000; Twine, 2000),
performances of those (or other) identities (Islam, 2000; Pascoe, 2007), and overlapping or
differing experiences between the researcher(s) and researched (Duneier, 2000; Islam, 2000;
Bourgois, 2000), as well as the readers of the product (Biklen & Casella, 2007; Mani, 2003;
Pollard & Welch, 2006). Researchers’ social location also influences what participants say
(Duneier, 1999, 2000), how researchers interact with their informants (Frankenburg, 1993; Islam,
2000), and researchers’ analysis of their fieldwork and interviews (Duneier, 1999, 2000; Maher
& Thompson, 1997). Even within situations where similarities between informants and
researcher seem abundant, it is important to pay attention to all parties’ social location and sociohistorical context (Gallagher, 2000; Twine, 2000). Our lens and bias are always at play in our
research and reading.
In the questions I asked, both planned and the follow-up, in the way I processed
participants’ answers, in how I decided what was of interest or not, how I coded and analyzed
data, and in what I chose to highlight in writing and in what order, my identities and social
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conditioning was ever-present. Every facet of who I am influenced this process. My social
location as a white, non-binary Queer who is often read as heterosexual and woman by others,
born into a working-class family, yet living a privileged middle-class life, who was raised
Christian, yet is a practicing Pagan, and who is able-bodied, with a reading disability and
undiagnosed ADHD, as well as ongoing health issues, shifted and shaped all aspects of this
research in ways I recognize and in ways I do not yet and may never recognize.
Knowing that as a researcher I cannot be removed from the process, I implemented
strategies to maintain students’ voices within their narratives as much as possible. I set out to let
students talk until they had nothing else to say on the topic at hand—a topic I had chosen. As
much as possible, I set out to wait to ask follow-up questions until participants paused. I aimed to
actively listen, at times restating what students said and echoing some of the emotion I believe I
heard to provide an opportunity for them to clarify. In short, I applied dialogic communication
within the interview process and attempted to create a mini-dialogue opportunity with the
participants in our time together. This approach seemed to allow many of the participants to
share vulnerable realities of their experiences and helped to increase our rapport. As may be
expected, this approach was imperfect and there were moments when I interrupted students or
was distracted by my own agenda.
My own identities and their salience influenced how I processed students’ narratives, my
reactions, and what questions I chose to ask, or not, as a follow-up to experiences they shared.
An example of the times when my identity immediately impacted me in more known ways
during the interviews was when participants used the word “homosexual” to describe someone
who was attracted to someone of the same perceived gender. Though just four students used this
word, it had a similar sting to it.
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Yeah, I would definitely consider mine an ally of homosexuals. And that I, like being in
theater, gain a lot of–I’ve heard a lot of experiences and people of like gay experience or
whatever lesbian experiences. And I definitely consider myself an ally and an advocate
for gay rights and whatever. And yeah I guess that’s the main one that I also really
personally feel connected to. (Abby, Race & Ethnicity dialogue)
The use of “homosexual” is loaded and a word that is painful to me, particularly when used in
daily language. “Homosexual” has a negative connotation, one of disorder versus normalcy
(GLADD, 2021), and, for me, leads to the word cutting like a knife in the gut. Whether this is a
factor of my identity as Queer, or someone who spent most of my adult life more publicly as an
ally, does not change the fact that I find that word to be painful personally, whether directed at
me or not. I imagine the pain may be exaggerated by the digging out of internalized homophobia
that I began in 2009 when I finally came out to myself.
Of the four students who used the term in that way, just one took IGD on sexual
orientation and none shared an identification of membership in the LGBTQ+ community with
me, though they did claim allyship, which I believe underscores the necessity to be more explicit
about language use across identities in all sections of IGD. This juxtaposition between a claimed
location as an ally and injurious language created a moment of pause for me and I wrestled with
whether to address the use of the term and ultimately chose not to address it.
The use of “homosexual” varies and even members within the LGBTQ+ community use
it in seemingly benign ways. However, when I heard participants use the word, I questioned their
claim to being an ally—it pushed me to an all-or-nothing thinking versus recognizing the
complexity of speech and action, which is partly the point to this research—to illustrate the range
and multiple layers of our actions that subvert the status quo and challenge those who perpetuate
and maintain it, including ourselves. I had to remind myself that of actions in the Cycle of
Liberation are not binary, that we are always learning. Despite my internal reactions, I did my
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best to hide my reactions to such language and did not perceive any changes in how students
spoke that may indicate they picked up on my discomfort.
Another area where my personal identity influenced the direction of the interviews, more
specifically how my whiteness and vocation took over, was in giving unsolicited advice to
students regarding academic processes and/or offering to connect students with additional
resources to support their goals. In such a way, at least one student followed up and asked me to
assist them with their career exploration. Yet this ingrained habit of my career did not become
known to me until I was cleaning transcriptions, drafting the data chapters, and revising this text
for the final stages of completion.
For example, when Safiya shared how she perceived herself as treated differently as a
woman in STEM, she disclosed the following experience:
Then he takes my exam paper and holds it up in front of the entire class and with my
grade on it and he goes guys I don’t think I clarified this right. But over here in the lefthand corner is the multiple-choice grade and over here yada, yada, and like. It could just
be, you know, he doesn’t care but, you know, I was just likeI explained to her that making her grade visible to the whole class is a violation of FERPA
(Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act). She stated that she would make note of the
situation in her student evaluation and then moved on to return to what she was sharing. In these
moments, what I understood as my desire to assist her to make sense of her protections and the
processes at the university momentarily became the focus. It is possible that in some cases this
helped to build rapport with the participants and/or this behavior may have had the opposite
effect. In this particular instance, I noticed that by not reining in my instinct to advise, I
interrupted Safiya. Provided Safiya’s identity as a Black woman and mine as a white woman
(woman at that time), as well as power dynamics of age and education differences, there was
likely a lot at play in both my desire to advise and in Safiya’s short responses to these attempts.
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Whiteness takes on many characteristics, and some of those include paternalism, a sense of
urgency, and perfectionism (Okun, 2021): I recognize these characteristics in my rush to address
what I viewed as a violation of student rights. I am grateful Safiya continued to share her
experiences. I am curious what she may have shared if I had not interrupted her in a way that
may have derailed the topic(s) she brought forward. What may have been shared if I had waited
to share any input until after the conclusion of the interview or not rushed to rescue her at all
(Thompson, 2008)? Though this one example illustrates this tendency, it is clear to me that there
are many ways that characteristics of whiteness were embedded in more examples of my
interaction with participants, which likely impacted racially minoritized participants more
directly, even if I do not yet or may not recognize these tendencies or examples on my own. I am
not exempt from the non-binary, non-static nature of the Cycle of Liberation or the ways that I
do not yet recognize my complicity in the System.
My own story, including biases and understandings of the world through lenses of
privilege, as well as marginalization, will be ever present. One of the most foundational pieces
that encouraged me to purposefully destabilize my varied, fractured, and multiply located
ideological framework(s) was Linda Alcoff’s (1991), The Problem of Speaking for Others. How
we engage in research, what we emphasize, and thus the associated value that we place on
participants’ narrated (and observed) experiences is communicated through our fieldwork,
analysis, and (re)writing (Alcoff, 1991; Bogden & Biklen, 2003; Enloe, 2004; Ferguson, 2001;
Islam, 2000; Mohanty, 2003; Twine & Warren, 2000). Furthermore, the ways that we maintain
hegemony and are impacted by hegemony in society, as well as how we position ourselves in
relation to other social actors and institutions, matters a great deal in the research processes, from
before we start to when we complete each project. Our identities are at play and influence how
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we form our main question all the way through to what we decide to include in written reports,
such as an article, dissertation, or book (Twine & Warren, 2000). This remains a process that I
do not anticipate perfecting, and I plan and hope to continue (re)learning and (re)engaging in the
awareness necessary through all stages of research and writing. As mentioned above, to
strengthen future data analyses and to limit potentially harmful influences of identities, I hope to
engage in team-based research and/or projects, including member-checking of data.
Introducing the Participants
This section presents student details in two ways—through a chart and an
(auto)biography—to increase the readers’ context of students’ narratives in the data chapters and
throughout this project. Participants’ names, the number of interviews completed, the IGD
course(s) completed, self-ascribed identities, and academic major(s) and any minor(s) students
spoke about are detailed in Table 2.
All presented background data were gathered directly from student narratives. For the
chart, their self-ascribed identities were pulled from various points in their narratives where they
talked about themselves using a group term for identities typically addressed in IGD courses. In
some cases, students alluded to identity when discussing themselves as a member of a group they
were talking about, yet never stated “I am/was” or “We are/were” in their narrative; in these
cases, I determined for research purposes that such identity was not clearly self-ascribed and thus
the identity was not used in this table.
In cases where students did not directly talk about their identities, I asked them a more
direct question about their social identities. 21 In some cases these were clarifying questions about

Due to time constraints, I was unable to ask Micaela about her social location. Since I ended interviews with
questions about students’ ascribed identities, and we were unable to complete a follow-up interview, I never asked
her directly about her social identities. Throughout the interview, Micaela talked about race in context with other

21
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points they had brought up in their narratives. In other cases, it was a more general question
which I saved to be among the last questions I asked, as I did not want that question to change or
influence the way they spoke about their experiences. Many students used more direct language
to claim their identities throughout their narrative. For students I interviewed individually more
than once, I sometimes asked this question for a deeper contextualization of how they understood
their own identities and to make sense of social ascription versus self-ascription.

white people, yet never directly located herself. Her (auto)biographical sketch is also limited in nature partly due to
that missing question and the ways that students shared more information while they answered that question.
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Table 2
Participants’ demographics and academic background
Participant
Name (class
standing)
Abby

# Interviews
(Dyad)

IGD Course

Class standing Class standing Self-ascribed identities
at first IGD
at interview

1

Race &
Ethnicity

Sophomore

Junior

Andrea

3

Women’s

Sophomore

Junior

Christopher

1

Sexual
Orientation

Sophomore

Junior

Danielle

1

Sexual
Orientation;
Race &
Ethnicity

Sophomore

1st yr graduate
student

Darius

2

Race &
Ethnicity

Sophomore

Junior

Emmery

1

Sexual
Orientation

Sophomore

Junior

Grisell

1

Women’s

Sophomore

Senior

White, woman,
middle/upper-middle
class
White, woman, middle
class, feminist
Multi-racial (white,
Black, Asian), man, gay
White, woman, bisexual,
first-generation college,
disadvantaged
(economically), ablebodied
West Side of Chicago,
man, educated family,
varying class structure
White, woman, bisexual,
lower middle class
Dominican, woman,
lower class

Major at time of
Interview
(minor(s))
Communication
Studies
Women and
Gender Studies
Child & Family
Studies
(Psychology)
Higher Education

Public Affairs
Music Business;
Mass
Communications
Psychology
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Participant
Name (class
standing)
Inez

# Interviews
(Dyad)

IGD Course

Class standing Class standing Self-ascribed identities
at first IGD
at interview

2

Women’s

Sophomore

Senior

Jina

1

Race &
Ethnicity

Sophomore

Senior

Jason

1

Race &
Ethnicity

First year

Senior

Margaux

1 (1)

Gender

First year

Sophomore

Micaela

1

Junior

Senior

Mollie

2 (1)

Sexual
Orientation
Sexual
Orientation

First year

Senior

Nerisa

1

Race &
Ethnicity

First year

Senior

Safiya

1

Women’s

Junior

Senior

Stephanie

2

Women’s

First year

Senior

Biracial Asian American,
lighter-skinned, woman,
able-bodied, lower
middle class
Korean American,
woman, lower middle
class, pastor’s kid
Polish, Irish, Native
American, African
American, man,
“Comfortable”
(economically)
White, female, middle
class
LGBTQ+ community
member
White, woman,
heterosexual, middle
class, Jewish
Dominican, woman,
straight
Black, woman, middle
class
Asian American, woman,
middle class

Major at time of
Interview
(minor(s))
International
Relations
Education
Communication
Studies

Education;
English (Music)
Social Work
(Psychology)
Sociology (Health
& Wellness)
Mass
Communications;
English and
Textual Studies
Biology
English; Mass
Communications
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(Auto)biographical Sketches
During the interviews, I asked students to describe their life before taking IGD, as well as
after. When they described their life before IGD, and then sometimes naturally through the
interview at various points, students sometimes shared details about their family life, where they
grew up, and other facets of their lives that I did not plan to ask about within the list of interview
questions. Depending on the depth with which they spoke, and what topic we were talking about
at the time, I may have asked follow-up questions when they opened-up about their family,
which added contextualization and a richer understanding of their identity from their perspective
and telling. Since these were not planned questions, the details and depth varied for each
participant. In many ways our past influences our future decisions and, as such, I think
participants’ background information, as they shared during to our interviews, and thus deemed
relevant, are important to building the layers of various understandings of their narratives.
The (auto)biographical sketches from participants are presented below as a way for the
reader to have an opportunity to get to know each participant, somewhat from the student’s
perspective, and to add more depth to their self-identification. I attempt to use as many block
quotes as possible to retain as much of the students’ voices in these descriptions; where details
about their family are one sentence or less, I summarized the descriptions. As I did not ask the
participants to provide an introduction of themselves, this process is still my stitching together of
their words in ways that represent what I determined to be most useful and that might help add
depth to their identity story, particularly in relation to their narratives presented in the data
chapters. I attempt to mediate that process by utilizing as much of their words as possible to
create an (auto)biography.
As with all context and narratives, there are layers of sociocultural construction interlaced
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in the (auto)biographies as presented below. The purpose of this context is as an introduction to
the participants for the reader. Data analysis of the research questions and themes I identified are
included in subsequent data chapters and the conclusion.
Participant (auto)biographies are presented alphabetically by names. Some students
talked about their background and family in bits and pieces, in which case I pieced those together
in a paragraph form. In other cases, students talked more at length about their family or
experiences that shaped who they are; those narratives are presented in block quotes to maintain
as much of the students’ voices as possible. The use of […] indicates where various quotes are
pieced together.
Abby
In reflecting on what she got out of taking IGD, Abby talked about some newer
recognition that grew out of taking IGD. During her narrative here, she shared various pieces of
her life before attending college and her social identities.
I feel like ‘cause I grew up in a suburban town right outside of Boston. And my friend
group was very diverse and my best friend from home is Sri Lankan and then I have other
friends who are Vietnamese or a couple, one of my other friends is Russian. So I had a
very multi-cultural friend group at home. But we were all kind of in the same social class
and economic status. […] So I didn’t really see- Like really outside of different food, […]
but besides food and like the décor of their houses or whatever, we didn’t really get into
how that affected their personal identity. I didn’t really see it as their, a defining factor
when in fact, it certainly is. And maybe, maybe that was part of, maybe me not seeing my
whiteness as a defining factor and so I didn’t really like, that’s not how I took what they
said to me. So I kind of felt because of that, I had a very optimistic view on race in
American society. And coming to CNYU, it’s -and it’s a very different experience. And
there’s a lot more segregation that I kind of feel from my clu- my activities and my
classes or whatever. And I’ve noticed more, like friction across like racial divides than I
had before. […]
I’d like to think that I was very self-aware, and kind of knew where I wanted to go, but I
think, I think in reality I was kind of more like self-critical and in a way, like naïvely
optimistic about things. And, anyway I think that kind of comes from me having this very
defined idea of myself, which I don't know, I guess that includes, like I am intelligent, II’m like a versatile person, I’m a good friend people can come talk to me about things. I
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don't know. I certainly wasn’t, my whiteness really didn’t, I didn’t really think about that
consciously is playing a part in my identity (before taking IGD).
Abby also identified as middle class, “I would consider myself middle class, I guess middle of
the middle to upper of the middle.”
During the interview, Abby talked a little about her older brother, who was 23 at the time
of the interview, and their attempts to connect more personally with their parents.
Yeah and I don’t really talk to–my family is really close and open with each other, but we
don’t really talk about big important issues like that or anything. And yeah my brother
and I have kind of been trying to get into that more with my family and in trying to shape
out our parents and see them before they were my parents, but they like fought us like
that, like < high-pitched voice> “ why are we having these discussions?”
Well like we were just trying to find out what, you know their dating life before they met
each other, just because we were both saying that we–my mom is extremely reserved and
my dad’s kind of the same way, but he’s also kind of like tries to make friends with my
brother and I, so he’s a little more open to it. They’re like–so they’re very–we don’t
really–neither my brother or I feel comfortable talking to my parents about like our
personal lives, romantic lives or whatever. And we were just saying it might be more
comfortable doing this if we knew more about you and you’re not just like–you know
like these stoic people, that like you made mistakes yourself or whatever. But we didn’t
really get that far with that. And that’s like a constant struggle with my parents.
Abby spoke on a couple of occasions about her openness to others and her understanding
of self.
I’m more of a floater between people and people try and want to be my best friend and I
sometimes end up with letting people down because I’m not always–like, you know I’m
there to listen to people’s problems, but I’m not always accessible with my own
emotions. […]
And I feel like I’m still I’m definitely in more like a curious learning stage, I don't know,
things that I don’t really know which I hope I continue until I die. I’m never the 1st one
to stand up and say, “this is what I believe about something,” I much rather hear what
other people have to say and then kind of reevaluate and formulate my opinion from that.
Andrea
Andrea grew up in a suburb of New York City, not far from Poughkeepsie, NY. Her
father is an architect, and her mother is a middle school English teacher. She shared her
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perspective of the town she grew up in and her high school:
I went to a high school where, like a really diverse high school, and as the white students,
we were like the numerical minority. And I very much have always been aware of like
privilege and lack of privilege, but haven’t had the terminology to apply to it. […] we’re
like very much a microcosm of society, my high school… there was very different class
backgrounds, very different, some, you know, some had lived in (this town) for only a
few years, some had families who had been there forever, and like. Just really… it’s like,
I always knew that there was something… wrong. <laughs> And that, like, institutions of
power were problematic and that the larger picture and the bigger game was flawed.
Once I came into the terminology and the knowledge, and the realization that like, people
know, that I’m not the only one that realizes it’s like, I dove head-first into sociology and
all those sorts of things.
Andrea discussed the impact and meaning of being Italian for her immediate and
extended family at various points:
So in terms of my family dynamic and by my family I’m talking about my extended
family. Because that’s what I think of when I think of family, cause I’m very close to my
aunt and uncle. I grew up with them and their two sons. Like our families were only 20minutes from each other, so they’re a big part of like my family life and like my
grandma. […]
Like I’m Italian and my mother is Italian, but like my mom doesn’t like, you know,
doesn’t always cook Italian dishes or like, you know, we don’t have. We don’t go to
church on Sunday’s and then have like, you know, gravy and pasta like every Sunday
night or something. But like my extended family does like large holidays and get
togethers like with Italian underpinnings I suppose.
So like when I discuss my immediate family it’s not like I’m discussing like my
Italianness, it’s more from <laughs> the broader family. ‘Cause like I guess from
generation to generation it gets more Americanized. […]
And like I don’t have to define the water that I’m swimming in in terms of my white
culture. So like being Italian is something that I clutch to. Now I’m also Polish, but like I
didn’t really grow up Polish, I grew up more Italian. […] I could feel culturally
connected to something by being Italian even though I’m very American and like Italian
American, you know. Like I’m not, I don’t speak Italian and I don’t like, my mom knew
Italian words, and like my grandma spoke them, not fluent, but like pseudo-fluent Italian.
…But like that’s a weird… it’s like a weird relationship about like ‘cause that was
something in intergroup that happened a lot. Where people were like, ‘well, I’m Italian.’
It’s like, ‘you’re still white,’ like. <laughs> You know what I mean? You could try to
spin it however you want, but like you’re still white. And you can choose whether or not
you want to be Italian or just be white.

79
Andrea self-ascribed her identity at various points and I also asked her to talk about them
as a more direct question. At that point, Andrea highlighted the following elements:
Me putting myself is acknowledging where society puts me as well. And where society
places me has caused me to identify myself <drawing a circle on the table> in like… it’s
a two-way street. Like I’m white and I recognize my privilege and my whiteness and how
like that has affected who I am. I choose to identify as white, because I am. Like I’m a
woman, and try--- I’m middle class, cause I recognize that I have like, monetary
privilege. <pauses> Like politically, I don’t really, I know people like to <using a
different voice> ‘Oh, I’m a conservative.’ <regular> I probably would be like “liberal”,
although I refrain from any kind of political label. I would label myself as a feminist…
because of, more so than not, which is kind of weird, not weird, but I guess typical.
Because I’m coming into the understanding of feminism a little bit more. And I feel
confident claiming that. But I would consid- like, <laughs> I’m sorry, the way that I
would think about this, I guess, is that if I had to write a little bio about myself on like a
profile, I would say that like I’m a feminist and I’m interested in like women’s studies,
like racial, gender, and like class equality, and <pauses> <laughing while talking> I don’t
know why I’m struggling with this question so much. <regular> Like, I know that in
certain groups of people, if I am amongst mainly middle-class people, I wouldn’t think of
my class or like, the same as when you’re white and you’re with a bunch of white people,
you don’t think about your whiteness as much. Or if you’re a woman and amongst men,
it’s the same thing- or amongst many women. Or like the versus- So, usually, when I’m a
numerical minority situation, I will choose to identi- I will like, take the role or assign
myself a label that is underrepresented.
Chris
Chris went to high school in the city district where CNYU is located, which he described
as an “inner-city school.” He stated that “in high school I was really, really reser-, not very
reserved, but not as confident as I am now.” Chris talked about his various identities:
I have a lot of different perspectives that on different topics that I can share with people.
So, I like to share my perspectives, but I also like hearing other peoples’ perspectives
because while I consider myself a very diverse person still there are a lot of things that I
don’t know about first-hand because I’ve never gone through them. […]
I’ve never taken a class on sexual orientation in any way, shape, or form. And the time
I’d taken it was very recently after I had come out to my parents. So, it was kind of
perfect timing <laughs>. And it was just a really great experience. I learned a lot about
myself and a lot about the people I took the class with.
In responding to how his identities shape his interactions in the world, he stated:
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My ethnicity is half white, a quarter Black, and a quarter Asian. And on top of that I’m
adopted, and my adoption parents are both white, so I’m multi-racial, but raised by white
people.
So, definitely in terms of like if we’re just talking about ethnicity for a minute here,
definitely my connections to certain ethnic groups. Like I’ve, when I was in high school,
just kind of by chance a lot of my friends were white. But when I came to college my
friends like <laughs> there’s this one picture of me and some of my closer friends that we
say, ‘You should just put on like a pamphlet for (CNYU).’ ‘Cause there’s me in the
middle who’s a little bit of everything, one of my friends next to me she’s Italian, one of
my other friends next to me she’s Latino, the friend over here is Asian, and the friend
over here is Black. So, <laughs> it’s like kind of like, ‘hi, we’re everyone.’
But being multi-racial, I kind of like identify with certain issues within certain
communities in terms of like- I’m very into like media representation of certain things
and like the stereotypes that come along with that. So, like being part Black, I have
experiences with that and being part Asian my perspectives on that, but also at the same
time, because I’m half white and was raised by a white family, I kind of feel like a
disconnect to certain communities because I’m not Asian enough or I’m not Black
enough. So, I’m kind of like in the grey area of certain topics. Because I don’t feel a
100% in that group.
Danielle
Danielle grew up in a majority-white small town. When asked to describe how she makes
sense of the various intersections of her identity, Danielle had a very lengthy response:
I think that some of the things that first come to mind, which I’m sure happens a lot, is
my identities that are kind of oppressed. So, I think about being a woman, I think about
being bi-sexual, which with being bi depending on my environment is oppressed or
privilege. So it’s very dependent on the two, and situational. Another one is like
socioeconomic status because growing up, neither of my parents went to college, so I’m a
first-generation college student. So, nobody knew really what to expect coming in.
I mean even now both my parents are currently unemployed. So being a grad student with
both parents unemployed, my sister is trying to go to college in September. And it’s just
very- it’s hard sometimes managing that because sometimes my status is dependent on
my parents, which is ever changing. So, coming into college my mom had a really wellpaying job. She did a lot of sales stuff, so I was very dependent on her work and effort to
sell things and she was a very hard worker. She worked 80 hours a week, like, <laughs>
she worked a lot more than she needed to, but it was to make good money for the family.
And- my dad always a steady job and stuff, but hopefully he’ll be getting employed soon.
<laughs>
I think that’s been really difficult for me. I think that’s an identity thing that I’m kind of
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going through right now. Where it’s like I’m kind of going off on my own direction and
there’s a pull of, ‘am I just leaving my family behind?’ And like my family wants me to
do better than what they did, but there’s a part of me that’s like- I don’t want to say guilty
about it, but it’s like it’s a hard thing to juggle. Because it’s weird when I’m making more
money now than my dad’s making and he’s been working for like 20 years. So, that can
be difficult. But, so I would definitely say being a woman, bi, and socioeconomic status. I
think I have a lot of privilege because I’m white, especially coming to college and I know
being white and a woman, being a woman can bring that down a little, but I know that I
have a lot of privilege because I’m white. I’m also able-bodied. I mean that’s a big thing,
especially on this campus with hills and snow.
I don’t know it gets me so angry when I’m thinking about things on the campus.
<laughs> Even in the residence halls, but I think that there are a lot of identities that I
don’t even realize. Because I do have privilege; I think there are a lot of them. And it’s
dependent on points in your life. So, when I was going through the courses, I was going
through surgeries, and I was on medication and all this stuff for the tumor I had. And I
think that at that point, I was like, ‘I don’t know if I would consider myself fully ablebodied or not,’ because I wasn’t allowed to go work out. I wasn’t allowed to do a lot of
different things and had to be very careful about what I was eating and doing. I had to
sleep a lot. So there were things there that I think that now that’s changed, now that I’ve
been cleared and everything. I think my identities will be ever-changing hopefully.
<laughs> But, yeah those are the ones that are the most salient to me now.
Darius
When I asked Darius to talk about his group membership and where he places himself in
terms of privilege and oppression, this was his initial answer:
I’ve been on all sides of the spectrum. Like, when I was younger, I actually wasn’t living,
say younger, I mean like grammar school, I wasn’t living that hard-knock life then, that
people see on TV and stuff. And my mother had a great job. But it was when I was like,
7th or 8th grade when hard times hit and then, that’s when I start realizing, you know
more and more, that’s when I have to start working and, the person I am today. So, and I
would never consider myself underprivileged because although I was living in
underprivileged neighborhoods and underprivileged settings, you know, like if you
looked at my setting and you looked at my core surroundings and stuff you’d be like ‘oh,
yeah, one of those kids that grew up in poverty, etcetera, etcetera.’ But thank god for
having an educated mother, an educated family that kept me out of that system. So, you
know, I have my aunties who were teachers, so I had those resources at home, when I got
home from school, which is one of the main things I feel. And I had my mother who is
educated as well and always could help me with stuff at home. I think I really classify
myself on just neighborhood base and just where, not like necessarily who, but where I
was at. Because that was the main thing that I would say shaped most of me.
Now where I grew up, you look at it, you like, ‘whoa,’ so it was like the gangs, the drugs,
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nothing really was around, so there wasn’t really any places for me to go. Everything I
had to, my mother had to reach out for, she had to have her connections to, it was,
nothing I could walk to. So, I feel like that was mainly what shaped me, so my location of
being in the West Side of Chicago, and that bad neighborhood of the West Side is what
really helped classify myself as. Most people here know me, they know I’m from
Chicago, that’s because I take pride. I am from there, I survived there, and now I’m here
doing good so I can go back and do better.
Darius talked a lot about the high importance he placed on the depth of relationships. In
talking about how he understood his masculinity, he talked about his family:
I don’t know whether it was the way I was raised by my mother, grandmother, and other
people in my family, the church. You know, ‘cause I was always heavily involved in the
church where they always had me say the longest speeches for Easter or always having
doing some type of, you know, performance, I don’t know. But I just feel like, I think it
has to do really with going through certain situations that I went through as a youngster
whatever, and then having my mother and grandmother to talk to. And then that basically
wiped out any problems of masculinity, ‘cause I knew I was the man of house already,
you know. I knew I was the man of the house, I knew I had women who had my back,
and I knew I could talk to them about anything. So, with that I feel like a lot of dudes
don’t have that. A lot of dudes don’t have those personal relationships with, you know,
their mother, their grandmother like or they don’t have a man behind them telling them
it’s aight, you know, to actually be real and let it out. Like I just feel like a lot of dudes
are scared in all honesty. They put on these facades. […]
I had my original father around, but I mean who really cares about biology, you know.
So, but when I was around, I say around seven or eight, you know, a man my mother
started dating, actually came into my life and never left, you know. He’s still here, you
know, and he’s a father to my little sister now. So, he’s basically my father, I call him my
father, you know, deep down he is my father to me. And he was the dude that always
supported me. My mother was the hard, you know, hard, you know, whatever so he used
to do the support and like, ‘leave that boy alone,’ or, you know, ‘let him go outside,’ you
know. So with that, you know, I had some type of sense that, you know, it is cool to have
a male behind your back and all of that.
Plus he, if it wasn’t for him I don’t think I would have made it to this higher, you know,
institution because he was always about that, you know. Educat- ‘cause he works in the
government field - so he was always about education being the main, you know, all the
things that I represent today, you know. So I think my mother could have did the job
herself, but she kind of did, but without him I probably would be just like, you know,
every other dude out there looking for something, you know. […] Like people don’t
understand to take the leadership, take the role themselves, and that’s kind of what I
learned from the two prominent men in my life, my cousin and my step-father basically.
During the interview, Darius spoke some more about his neighborhood, crime in
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Chicago, and the personal impact that growing up there had had in his life and how Chicago and
his conception of the place as personal and as part of his identity continued to influence his
choices.
So as a society, we fail not just, you know, African American communities, Latino
communities, and other minority races, but everybody, you know. We’re not just the only
ones killing and dying. Like one of my best friends got killed last semester. He wasn’t
killed by a Black person. You know, he was killed by a Caucasian, walking around with a
knife at night. Why? Who knows? And it was up North too, safer neighborhood. They got
thrown all over the, you know, which was I was glad for that. He got thrown all over the
news and all of that, but you got 100 that probably die the same weekend on the south
side.
And it’s like, it’s crazy cause, I feel like most bullets that hit people are never meant for
them. […] But they was outside, so that makes you scared, you know. It puts fear in your
heart, which is why kids 16, ‘I’m not gonna be outside, I’m not gonna be in the house.
So, if I got to go outside, I got to be ready. It’s a war zone.’ And I feel like I gotta go
back. It is my duty to end back up in Chicago after experiencing more things to take back
to them. ‘Cause who, I don’t know, I got a little sister to watch out for, you know. I don’t
want anything to happen to her. She’s two.
Grisel
Grisel lived in New York City and has three siblings, “but one of them lives in DR with
his mom, but here with my parents I have two younger brothers,” who she helped to take care of
when they were growing up. “I’m the oldest of nine cousins from my mom’s side. I’ve taken
care of all of them. Yeah, the youngest one is five now.” On campus that caretaker role
continued:
I’m- everyone calls me Grandma or mom. I guess I’m more the person who likes to take
care of other people. I’ve been that way for a very long time. I can go out with friends
and I don’t, I don’t like drinking, so some will go out and I’ll be in a big group and if I’m
just with girls, I really don’t drink that’s when I really make sure not to because I watch
more what they’re doing and if they’re okay. To see so that my mind can stay clear. And
yeah, I always end up taking care of people. And it makes me feel good. I like to be there
for people and make a difference in people’s lives. My little brother calls me his
psychologist. I’m the one he speaks to about anything.
When talking about how she understood oppression and privilege, she spoke about her
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identity as a woman:
I know there’s a lot of places where there’s still like oppression as far as, when it comes
to, like, woman. I don’t see it as the correct thing. And I mean… I know that women
follow the rules, what they’re supposed to do, but I just- I’ve been raised very
independent. I have my own mind. I think for myself. I don’t have someone else telling
me, ‘you need to think this way. You need to act or dress this way.’ So that’s one thing. I
don’t agree with it…but there’s nothing really, like, from here especially. There’s nothing
really I can do.
The following represents how Grisel viewed herself in relation to the world:
I’m Dominican and lower class. Not as privileged as other people, like my parents came
from the Dominican Republic, so and once they came here my mom started working. She
didn’t get to college, so she didn’t get a degree and become a professional or anything.
I’m actually the first one to go to college. So in general like she doesn’t make the amount
of money that, let’s say, even most people in this campus.
I’ve always- I’ve grown up to be very independent and I’ve learned that I need, if I want
something I work for it. Since I was in high school I started working. So, I like to earn
what I have. That’s one thing, I’ve always liked to earn what I have. I don’t like to ever
feel like I need to depend on someone else.
Emmery
The town that Emmery spent much of her life in was a small town in Rhode Island:
My town has next to no diversity at all. And what diversity varies is very, very
segregated. […]
I live with my mom and my dad and my sister. My sister is 18, but we have a really large
extended family and we’re extremely close. There’s, I think 25 of us, and we all live
three streets away from each other. My grandma shares a house with my aunt and uncle
who live on the same driveway as my other aunt and uncle. My one uncle runs the
construction company in our town, the other one runs the oil company, and the other one
is the mayor, so like we’re this really, really, strange sort of like, like we call it like the
Smith complex is sort of like our little area of town.
And so my cousins are basically my siblings. So, my relationship with my family sort of
breaks down into two separate ones, because I consider my relationship with, you know,
I’ve- there’s, <counting quieter> one, two, three, <normal> four female cousins who are
around the same age as me, who I consider my relationship with them to be just as
important as I do with my sister. So, I don’t talk to my parents that much at all. I’m not
out to my parents. I don’t- it’s not something that we really dialogue about. My parents
are very open-minded people. I was not allowed to watch Disney movies as a child
because my mom said that they projected unrealistic expectations of love. <laughs>
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[…] But with my cousins, they’re sort of- I’m not extremely close with my sister either,
probably mostly because she’s younger and we’re both very quiet. But I mean my
cousins are my best friends in the entire world and so coming home to them is definitelyall of these things are definitely something that carries over to them. Like they were the
first people that I started talking to about these things, like as they were happening.
In talking through her social class, Emmery discussed her parents’ backgrounds and how
she makes sense of her placement within her larger family system.
She’s (her mom) an art teacher. She was an artist […] My parents are really interesting.
They met when my dad was a bartender and my mom was a waitress and then moved to
California and my dad was a hotel cook and my mom was a florist and caterer. And then
we moved back to Rhode Island and my dad continued to work as a hotel cook. My mom
went back to school and became an elementary school art teacher and then my dad
decided he wanted to be a mailman. <laughs> And then became a mailman and now my
mom teaches high school.
So, we don’t get the same. We don’t get the same fun as everybody else in our family.
<laughs> We just get to live with them.
Inez
Inez and I met twice individually. She grew up in Northern New Jersey just outside of
New York City. In talking about her family, she stated,
My mother’s from Greece, my father’s from China, so, it’s like really stran- It’s a weird
household, in a weird part of the country. We have like no community, we don’t really
have a community. <laughs> There’s no like- My parents aren’t religious either, so the
only community we could associate with was the church. But we didn’t, so kind of like
on our own. […]
…we didn’t speak Chinese at home at all, so that made me feel even more excluded from
my Asian American friends, ‘cause they speak like Korean or whatever at home.
Inez reflected on her experience of making friends outside of her household and shared the
following story:
So, already being Asian American means you’re not white at all. You have your own
community. If you have white friends, it’s like you have a token white friend. That’s how
it felt growing up. When I was in kindergarten the first person that I like ran to, to be
friends with, was this Filipino kid. Because I remember trying to talk to somebody and
they were like, ‘we didn’t go to pre-school together, so I’m not talking to you.’ And I was
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like <laughs> like destroyed by that, and I was like five years old. It’s like, ‘why oh my
God.’ So, I went to the back of the line and there was like this one other kid, he was
Filipino, and that was- You know, I just got rejected by somebody incidentally who
happened to be white and I just gotten accepted by somebody who looked similar to mecause he’s Filipino, but he looks more like East Asian. And like I feel like that moment, I
just hung only with this kid, and it just categorized my elementary school life. You know.
It was just like one silly little moment and, you know, I didn’t have to take it as a race
issue at all. But it ended up being that.
She has three younger sisters, one who she says, “doesn’t look Chinese at all” and
another who “comes off as really, as a white person as opposed to an Asian American person.”
I think I recognize that me and my sisters have all had a different experience when it
comes to it. Like I felt really like Asian American. I didn’t feel Asian American, but I felt
like people treated me that way, so I conformed to those stereotypes. And, I felt like I had
to live up to them. And, I like I saw it more negatively.
I don’t know, I just kind of limited myself a lot. I always like hesitated last minute and I
see my younger two sisters don’t do that. But me and my sister who are a year apart, we
do it all the time. Whenever we do something we take a second thought and maybe I
influenced this sister more to do that kind of thing. ‘Cause I was experiencing- we’re
closer in age, so I could have influenced her like that. But my younger two sisters they
just like, whatever, wherever the heart takes them, they do it.
Being the first is way different than being the second, third, or the fourth when you’re in
that kind of situation. I grew up a lot of my- like a lot of what I had was expectations
because I was hearing the stories of what it was like to be back home from my mom and
dad like. I’d ask my dad like, ‘how was it like growing up in China?’ My mom, ‘how was
it like growing up in Greece?’ And, you carry that with you your whole life ‘cause you
remember that ‘so and so couldn’t do this because of this thing. And now that you’re in
the United States you can do anything you want, so don’t brea- don’t like ruin it.’ Like,
you know, ‘don’t disappoint anybody. ‘We didn’t swim across the ocean for this,’ you
know, <laughs> ‘for you to like mess up.’
Like you carry a lot of that with you. And when I look- like now that I look back on all of
it and I start to say like, ‘okay, that’s what I have to remind myself of.’ But I’ve moved
that whole backpack, taken it off, and kind of like put it next to me on the seat, and been
like, ‘I’m gonna try to like,’ you know. ‘It’s still mine, but it’s not really my own,’ you
know. It’s kind of like- I’ve approached life as in like I haven’t made the person who I’m
going to become yet. And all I can- all I really want to do is kind of just like make sure
whatever I do respects the things that have been told to me, respects like the experiences
that my parents have gone through. It like- it’s constantly changing in the sense that I
only hope I can like- I want to be successful, but I want- I don’t want to lose who I am.
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Jason
Jason’s family lived in “Long Island, over near Hempstead, yeah Nassau County.”
Yeah, as a child it was just, like, for me, I thought a lot as a child just growing up- I
thought a lot. But just didn’t- I was a little bit shy, you know what I mean. I just- I was an
only child so I didn’t, you know, have too much interaction with folks my age around and
just like the way I was raised up. So, being in that environment (IGD) was cool. Like just
having that- in that class was having that many people talk to kind of open me up to that
and, you know, in turn, you know, maybe I offered that side of myself in conversation
more or something like that.
When he reflected on what he learned in IGD, he stated:
I view myself as always being right. <laughs> To an extent like for whatever reason, I
don’t know I think I just […]my mother and my father raised me right. As a result of that,
like, I’ve always felt like what I did was right and what I did was the way it should be
but. I think after that class, or like during that class was really when I realized there is no
right or wrong in that sense.
Jason often spoke in ways that I would identify as philosophical in nature, with a broad
sociological awareness. When I asked Jason how he identified himself, his social location, which
he had previously hinted at and discussed, he stated:
I’m not even like here. You know what I mean? Like I’m really not here. Like this is,
people see what they’re gonna see of me. I’m, you know, I don’t really see myself fitting
in quite in any particular way to be honest with you I mean.
Okay I came from, my folks were well off, but I also knew what it was like not to have
anything. You know what I’m saying? Because I’m like when my folks would go to work
they leave me with my grandmother and life is different over there. I got to view a lot of
things in my generation viewed subjectively, objectively, so because of that I’ve been in
my own world and I’ve almost been like, say the world’s biggest science experiment of
watching everybody just like what they’re doing and why they do it. […]
I’m part Polish, Irish, Native American, African American so all of my cultures at some
point got the short end of the stick.
Jina
Jina’s parents immigrated to the U.S. from Korea. Her mother’s family lived in Korea,
including her grandparents, and most of her dad’s family lived in the U.S., mainly in Hawaii and
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California. Her father is/was a minister in a Korean American church near home. Her mother had
completed graduate school and earned a master’s degree and worked to support her father’s
ministry. Jina talked about how she described IGD to her parents.
With my family, it’s very difficult, because they don’t really speak English as well. My
father is fluent, but my mother, not so much. And they don't really understand. They
know it is important.... […] They just knew I was taking a course about racism. And they
know it takes a huge role in their lives and mine. So they were really happy about that.
But I think they're both, not bitter, but they definitely have some resentment in them
because of their past experiences. So to them, me taking this course, is just... I think my
dad saw it as almost like how to prevent myself from being hurt by it. Do you, you know
what I mean? By racism or anything that might happen. Because he's always raised me,
like from the minute I was born I feel like, to keep my head tall, walk straight-posture
into a room. He was like, 'if you don't present yourself with dignity when you walk into a
room, nobody will respect you. They will like, you know, push you down. He very much
kind of like, implanted that in me.
She has a sister, who is five years older, who lived in a mid-western Great Lakes state with her
husband, who is white, at the time of the interview. Jina’s family moved around quite a bit and
relocated to Long Island.
I was born in Texas, raised in Queens, NY, Flushing area, moved to Ohio for 3 years, in
Cincinnati, and then moved to Long Island when I was in 8th grade? Which is where I
actually experienced my very first racist moment. I like didn't have an experience at all
before that and was completely taken by surprise. Long Island is very, it’s <laughing>
vicious, <normal> it can be really vicious.
I was so surprised by Long Island. Because I did not expect that at all. It’s ridiculous. It
was like a bunch of - I was in 8th grade walking home from my friend’s house and these
8th grade, like a bunch of kids from my middle school. They were these guys on bicycles
just literally threw stones and sticks on me and were like, “you can’t see it because you’re
a Chink,” and whatever and I was like, ‘I don’t understand. Why are you doing this to
me?’ I literally did not know what was happening. That was my first experience with
racism, ever. In Ohio, everybody loved me. I was the only Asian in the entire school.
They loved me. It was not a big deal. Then all of a sudden, go to Long Island and all of a
sudden. It was just weird. I was not ready for that at all. That was the first and only year I
stuck with Asian kids at my school. Because it was us versus them. They kept picking on
us. But high school it got better. It’s pretty nasty what kids do.
Jina was in school pursuing education and was open to going to work in a variety of
locations after graduation.
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I would like to teach somewhere in New York City if possible, but I’m also undertaking
the notion of going to Korea. To teach um- my father has this, like - after he retires from
the ministry, he really wants to move back to Korea and start up a school for poor
children in the country to learn English. Because in Korea, if you know English, you’re
all set. You can get whatever job you want. You will be successful if you know how to
speak English. And my father grew up in really rural poor Korea, so he wants to go back
and do that.
And so, I thought maybe that that could happen. There’s also one-year teaching
experiences in Korea where they set you up with an apartment and everything. So I
thought that would be cool as well.
The master’s program I’m applying for is teaching English language learners. I’m really
passionate about that too. I think that bilingual - children that are bilingual have a really
precious skill that they should not compromise by being immersed in only English. If
there’s one thing I’m grateful to my parents, it’s that I can speak Korean fluently. Which
is a huge feat considering I was born in Texas. Or within our house, it was always
Korean. And I hated it at the time. And now it’s like, ‘thank you so much,’ because I take
pride in my culture.
Margaux
Margaux grew up in “a suburb of Pittsburg, not Pittsburg city,” in a predominately white
area. She was close with her mom, but not her dad, and has a little brother. When I asked
Margaux how she viewed herself before and after IGD, she stated:
I think I was probably a little more closed-minded when it came to issues of gender,
when we had to do a lot of self-reflection pieces early in the class sometimes I didn’t
know what to say just because I’m in majority for so many things besides my gender, I
suppose. You know, like white middle class, female, in college, things like that. […]
Margaux shared some of the difficulty she had adjusting to CNYU and the differences
between her first semester and beyond.
my roommate last year like peaced-out half-way through, so I was in the room
completely by myself and they never put anyone else in. So it was just me and like my
sad thoughts and <laughs> sitting around all day. So, that was really bad. And I kept
trying out for things and not getting into them. Like I tried out for crew, ‘cause I rowed
all four years of high school and they’re like, ‘no didn’t make it, sorry.’ So I was sad
about that. I tried to get into a capella groups couldn’t do that, told me why, ‘cause I was
a freshman and stuff like that. So, I kept like getting shot down everywhere. I mean that’s
why I wanted to leave cause there were no positives, there was nothing good going on.
And then I saw this class and I was like, ‘that sounds really cool.’ And my boyfriend
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wanted to do it, so obviously I wanted to do it. But, yeah it just- it (was) something I
looked forward to every week. Which was really nice ‘cause I love talking to people
when they’re nice to me and want to talk about things that are good and not about
drinking. I’ll talk about drinking, but I don’t want to talk about it all the time. I thought
that was the type here. I thought just everyone was the same way. It probably made me
closed-minded, the fact that everyone seemed the same but.
I had a really rough freshman year. I wasn’t really enjoying where I was and this class
actually made me probably stay in this school. I was having a lot of trouble, just family
issues and I had difficult experiences in high school. And I learned about this class […] I
was applying to other schools at the time, like I wanted to get out of here. Because I
wasn’t doing well and I’d been through the counseling center here and I was having a
hard time, and they weren’t very helpful for me. And I didn’t expect this class to kind of
meet those expectations at all, but it really did help me talk about things that were
bothering me right then. And they were relevant to the topic, so it was really nice. So, I
obviously feel a lot better now since I’m still here.
Margaux worked in the Dean’s Office and in the year we spoke was on a Dean’s Team that
helped recruit students to CNYU and shape what activities they engaged in to acclimate to
college once there.
I do that and I do choir and have a job and take like 19 credits. […] I don’t do homework,
I don’t know what to do. I run like a first-year forum, like I’m a first forum mentor. So I
take more freshman, like out to dinner at (fancy restaurants). <laughs> It’s difficult, but
I’d much rather be busy. I like being busy and I like being needed to do things. Being
responsible for stuff. <laughs> I’m such a nerd. I do fun things too. <we laugh> I’m in
church choir.
Micaela
When Micaela spoke about IGD, she remembered the testimonials as being one of the
more memorable and impactful parts of the course and shared the following when we met:
<laughing while talking> And I started bawling during the middle <normal> of it. And I
don’t even like cry that easily or anything. But for some reason I, it was a combination of
being comfortable, being nervous, and realizing things that I had never realized before.
I hadn’t come out to my mom and I since have after that class, because I kind of, before
that always real- thought that, ‘you know, until I bring a girl home, she doesn’t really
need to k-. What’s the big deal?’ But then after studying it and realizing that, further
understanding our political climate and the need to, although I don’t think we should
have to have labels. The need for it right now in our political climate, just how I will be
changing the minds of the people that I know because of my status, is like, it seems tiny
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and it seems minute, but it really- it’s like if everybody does that, it’s monumental. And
it’s, that’s just something that I realized.
So the October after, this past October I actually came out to her. And she’s like,
<laughing while talking> she acted like she already knew, so it wasn’t like a huge thing
that I was worried about, but- <normal> I was always very concerned about my family u
correlating my sexual orientation with my mental health status. Cause like I have a
history of mental health stuff, and I know- they’re very educated people, very educated.
But I still know that if I had done it too soon, they would have questioned it. And I never
wanted that for myself. But then I kind of made excuses as to why I didn’t want to do it,
and whatever. And then my dad passed away when I was younger, so I never thought
about what he would think and all that, so it got like, it got very emotional for me.
Oh, and another reason I didn’t want to come out to my mom and my family at first was
because I wanted them to realize that you can support a minority and you can support a
cause without being a part of it, the community. Because ever since I was in middle
school, but for some reason - I don’t know why - but gays gravitated towards me. And
like so many people have come out to me through the years, like even before I had
thought I was a part of the community. You know, like any thoughts that I had, I was just
like, ‘I’m sure everybody thinks like that.’ Until like, I realize it’s not true. But I was
always innately … felt really disturbed by injustices. You know what I mean? I just
didn’t like it. It didn’t sit well with me.
Mollie
Mollie grew up in a “very, very white” small town just next to Reading, Pennsylvania
and maintained close relationships with her immediate and extended family.
So my dad’s side there’s only 12 of us and everyone married someone Jewish and
everyone’s white. So it’s all kind of like, homogenous. […] my mom’s family, they’re
white also, but my aunt, she married a Pakistani when she was younger so. And I’m
Jewish on both sides. So, her children have been raised like Pakistani/Jewish, kind of,
which is very different today. Which I think is very cool. But something that I’ve talked
about in the intergroup dialogue class is that the first time I noticed my difference
happened when I was like five or six because my best friends were Pakistani cousins.
And no one believed we were cousins because we looked so different. And I’m like,
<higher pitched> ‘what are you, like what you mean we’re not cousins,’ <normal> you
know, and then you realize that, ‘oh we look like we don’t relate to each other.’
So, and my mom’s family, I mean, it’s a mish mosh of everything. That is like Catholic
people have married in, like it’s very, just a welcoming group, but we all still practice
like Jewish traditions. Like that’s what my grandparents were so that’s what we do
overall. But I’ve, you know, I’ve actually never like gotten to take part in the Christmas
holiday or any more non-Jewish traditions cause, my cousin’s father still lives in
Pakistan. They’re not married anymore. So, I’ve only met him a couple of times.
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We’re more culturally Jewish now, not in terms of the, you know, nitty religious rules
and things like that, but we, you know, something that has really, I think, the most
incredible thing that I’ve had with my family is that we have dinner on Friday nights,
Sabbath whatever. It’s become a tradition every Friday night, we all get together, we
make a home-cooked meal, and we sit and we talk. And I think in high school for me I
mean, I think it d- Before I went to college, you know, you see your parents as like, ‘we
can talk and we’ll open up,’ like they’re my parents and you don’t- I mean when you’re
young you never think of your parents as anything but parents, like <quicker
pace>‘they’ve always been my parents. What do you mean they have real lives?’ Like,
‘they didn’t do anything before they had me,’ <normal> kind of a thing. […]
I mean in terms of my sexual orientation class, I identify as a heterosexual female, so
since that is, you know, goes along with mainstream culture, I haven’t had to question
myself. I haven’t been in situations where I’ve felt uncomfortable or like an outsider
because I didn’t know if everyone would accept me, because society reflects me.
Nerisa
Nerisa briefly described her home community early in the interview, partly as her reasons
for taking IGD, “I live in New York City, and I come from a community where it’s mainly
Latinos and African Americans. So, when I came to (CNYU), it was kind of a cultural shock.” In
another part of the interview, she stated, “I identify as a Latino, and that embraces both Black
and Spanish.”
Throughout the interview, Nerisa spoke at length about her family, neighborhood, and
culture and their influences on her.
I don’t speak to my father, I’ve never had. My father, I learned at a young age, was a
drug dealer and he was deported back to the Dominican Republic because of it. And I’m
never, I was never able to forgive because he lied a lot to me so. Now I’m still working
on it. <laughs> Still working on being, you know, not so, not to hate him. You know. So,
those are issues I’m still working with.
My mom, she’s always been there for me. It’s been my mom and my two sisters and me.
My two sisters, they’ve helped a lot. They’ve been like second mothers to me. They’re 10
years older than me and they’re twins. One just had a baby and the other one is due in
May. So, one is married, the other one, basically married ‘cause they’re like, they’ve
lived together for like seven years. So, they’re doing well.
My mom, she - me and my mom - we’ve had issues because I’m very strong, can I say
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opinionated and she’s, she’s the same. But she’s, she basically was hit by a car,
Valentine’s Day of my junior year in high school. And life’s been different ever since.
She used to work, but now she can’t work ‘cause she’s on disability because she can’t
stand for more than like an hour or two. But she can’t sit for more than an hour or two.
It’s difficult for her. The car hit her, and she broke her neck and like has really bad
problems now. She’s fine now. She’s now learning how to walk without a cane, but that
really affected us financially, of course. We were living on a steady income with her,
when she was working, and, you know, we were fine. But then when she got hit by a car,
I had to take more responsibility for myself. But when she was working, she would be
able to buy me certain things and, you know, maintain the household. But since she got
hit by a car, and disability always, they’re always taking money away and they neverthey think that people are abusing the system. But people who are abusing the system and
then when the system strikes back, it affects everyone including people who really need
it. Who are suffering. […]
I’ve been working since I was 14 years old, but I’ve had to give my mom money and I’ve
had to help her. Which I don’t regret because I love my mom. […]
Nerisa shared her perception of the difference going away for college has possibly made
in her life.
So, <sighs> and my mom, coming to college my mom has seen a difference in me. If I
would have stayed in my community, I don’t think I would have been as successful as I
am today. And I say that because, you know, my community, I love my community,
that’s where I grew up and we’re all Dominican. It’s like we’re all the big happy family
but, there still is drugs in my community and there still is violence in my community.
[…] But I feel like- it’s two things, it’s great that I left and I’m here where I am today
‘cause a lot of people who stay in my community and pregnant and doing things that they
shouldn’t have been doing and because of money, you know. Where I feel lucky that I
was able to come here. […]
We’re Dominican; that’s my culture. And, I love my culture. I would never give it up for
the world and I would defend it until I die. <laughs> But I’ve always, I’ve also grown up
with Latinos, but I’ve also grown up with African Americans. So, African American
culture has also played a role in my life.
Safiya
Safiya had three siblings who were also in college, one of whom was an identical twin
who also attended CNYU. Safiya identified as a Black woman and Haitian. When she spoke
about her social class, she shared:
I mean I don’t really know like with the income adjustments, but […] My dad is a
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psychologist and my mom is a pharmacist. My mom is not working though. So, my dad
is the only sole income. […] I’ve come from a family of six, so it’s like we’re not
struggling compared to, you know, a family who’s like on welfare, but at the same time
there are a lot of financial, like, there’s financial instability among like […] there’s all
four of us now (in college). And we all we took out loans and stuff like that, so like
basically it’s like, ‘oh my parents didn’t pay’- like some of they paid out of pocket. But
like a very small amount because we couldn’t afford to pay like for every- out of pocket
for everyone, so like. Basically all my sisters and I have loans. […] We’re middle-class,
considerably, I guess, comfortable, but not- the cost of living is really high.
Early in the interview, Safiya shared, “I grew up in Long Island. I lived in (one part), and
then I moved to spend my 7th through 12th grade years into (another part).” When talking about
the change in schools, she shared what she perceived as a vital difference between the schools:
But it was always interesting ‘cause my old- my old school like there was more diverse
and then so my new school- Like that’s how I think if I really saw the difference too
because when I came to my new school like that’s when you know like if I grew up there
my entire life like they had, the majority of the people had like, I probably wouldn’t have
seen the color difference so much. Like I would have known I’m Black but, you know,
after a while you just become numb to it. But as opposed to growing up half your life at a
predominately diverse school and switching over to like a predominately white school,
yeah, you can really see the difference.
Stephanie
Stephanie was born in San Francisco and grew up middle to upper-middle class, mainly
in Hong Kong where her father worked.
I went to, I was going to school in Hong Kong. I went to an international school. […]
Twelve years, like basically first grade to 12th grade. […] It was a private school with an
American system and all of our teachers were white. But then all the students were
basically Chinese. But we were, most of us were born in America and then moved to
Hong Kong ‘cause our parents’ jobs. And all of us, almost all of us, like at least over 90%
would go back to the states for (college) and would- and all of us have relatives here.
Her parents lived in Hong Kong, and she would visit with them around the Christmas holiday.
I have a younger brother and a younger sister and then my brother is- they’re both at
home now. My sister’s still in school (in Hong Kong). She just started high- no, middle
school and then my brother recently like quit school and then he’s gonna go back. ‘Cause
he didn’t like what he was studying so he wants to start all over. […] He was somewhere,
Northern California- I think it’s a community college.
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Over other school breaks in college she would stay with one of her cousins in San Francisco and
visit with her grandma a few times a week, who she planned to live with after she graduated
from college.
My cousins, they’re older than me by like eight years. Two of them are married. And
then one of them married- the ones who live close to my grandma, usually like I stay with
them because the dad’s a stay-at-home dad and he has two kids, so I take care of the kidsbabysit so he has free time to do what he wants to do. ‘Cause my grandma’s usually busy
anyways. So if I do visit her, I can only see her like early in the morning and then she’s
busy the rest of the day. Then so I take care of my cousin’s- I help my cousin take care of
his kids.
Stephanie identified closely with her Asian upbringing:
I do see myself as an Asian American. But I have- I lean- I’m more familiar, more
comfortable with Asian culture but, like the ideas of Asian culture I think I agree more
with because I think they’re more- I think that they’re more beneficial. Like the whole,
more one track, academic, the kind of like academic lifestyles that the Asians put their
kids in I agree with that more. And that might just be because I grew up in Hong Kong.
And even though I went to international school, there are other local students, like public
school students, in Hong Kong who live that lifestyle. And so I agree with like the child, I
guess I agree with the childhood of being more Asian, but then I feel like when you,
when I- as I grew older I saw benefits of being an American. Like I like freedom and how
when you go to college, kind of have that freedom what you want to study. Whereas in
Asia, like you if you choose be a doctor, you have to study medical straight- like you
don’t have the option of like pre-med and exploring other things. […]
I think I identify with Chinese background more just because I grew up in Hong Kong
and it’s- …just like the whole like, respect your elders, I grew up like having the those
and so it’s just- Those things like make more sense to me and the more like quiet like,
first be quiet and like observe before you speak out, kind of, like Chinese way of
interacting with people is more familiar to me, and I do I usually do that first. And like
being active in meeting people and stuff like that. So, I think that like stuck with me from
growing up in Hong Kong.
Earlier in the interview she stated that she used to attend a Korean church and then recently
started attending the Baptist Campus Ministry services at CNYU. Stephanie indicated she
“would prefer that I would be able to find like a good church rather than like a good Chinese
community.”
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Stephanie felt the following was important in understanding her and her perspectives,
particularly her view on social justice issues and her experience in IGD.
In general I think I would be, no matter what kind of course- I don’t know if that’s like
important to like add in. Just because I’m so, I guess I don’t know if apathetic is the right
word, but like- In general, like whether or not it is like an intergroup dialogue, even if it
was just for like animal rights, I don’t really have much of a passion for that either. (I’m)
very like, just go along with it. Like I can dismiss things very easily so, and I think- yeah
like things have to get really personal for me to have that actual like reaction to it. So,
and I don’t know if it’s because I moved around so much, so I’m not used to making like I don’t like to get too attached ‘cause I know I’m just gonna leave later. […] Yeah I
think that’s just the kind of only context that I would probably need to put in. Yeah.
‘Cause I don’t think- I think no matter what like topic it was, I think my responses would
have been kind of different (compared to other students).
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Intrapersonal Action
it just never feels like enough. I think that’s also part of the struggle. It’s like, sometimes
when you learn about all this, it overwhelms you. You feel so tiny in the face of all this,
like ‘how can I ever make a dent,’ or ‘how can I ever do anything to make a difference?’
Which is part of why I want to be a teacher so much, I think. Because I’m constantly
thinking of ideas of how we can start talking about this stuff at an earlier age. (Jina, Race
& Ethnicity dialogue)
When students learn about systemic oppression through formal instruction, they may
come to believe that “change” occurs when we engage in “critically transforming institutions and
creating new culture,” as is depicted in Harro’s Cycle of Liberation as “creating change” (2010,
p. 53). To recap from the Introduction, throughout the Cycle of Liberation, change within self, in
how we value and interact with others, and in how we work toward “creating change” and
maintain the cycle are all part of the Cycle. Some students absorb that spectrum, while other
students seem to focus on the systemic changes and have a more difficult time recognizing their
actions. In Jina’s quote above, she was caught in her actions as they relate to the whole system;
from her perspective, her actions seemed to not make a dent in “the face of all this.”
This chapter highlights the ways that participants engaged in intrapersonal actions, that is
actions that are most readily recognized within self and may only become evident to others as
they are shared or discussed. The actions herein are those that disrupt the status quo, as well as
some that maintain it. The former delves more deeply into the contributions of intrapersonal
action toward unseating hegemony and the latter complicate our place (and responsibility) within
the Cycle of Liberation, and are included to illustrate the ongoing non-binary, complicated, and
non-static features of unlearning.
Intrapersonal findings in this chapter have been loosely divided into three main areas that
mirror their discussion in the literature review chapter: cognitive, affective, and behavioral
outcomes. This provides one of many ways to group and understand intrapersonal student
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outcomes from courses that push against the status quo —courses that challenge students’
hegemonic thinking and encourage them to think more critically about the society in which they
live and that they maintain and shape. Several IGD studies use the words affective, cognitive,
and behavior (or similar) to discuss outcomes from IGD enrollment (e.g., Dessel & Rogge, 2008;
Frantell et al., 2019).
Throughout this chapter, student quotes illustrate how participants engaged in
intrapersonal action—the early stages of the Cycle of Liberation. These actions include:
cognitive outcomes, such as how students think about the world around them and increase
awareness of their own thoughts; affective outcomes, such as increased sense of agency and
recognition and unpacking of internalized oppression; and behavior outcomes, including changes
in friendship groups and students’ course selections after taking IGD. These actions, though
generally unknown to others, have a compound impact on the choices that these students made in
their lives and influenced their experiences and processing. The chapter ends with a focus on a
single student to complicate the Cycle of Liberation, as discussed above.
Cognitive Outcomes
In social justice education, students are taught about systemic inequality in ways that
often require a review of how social norms and laws have historically (and currently) benefit(ted)
the privileged. In IGD, students step into the deep waters of cognitive awareness of systemic
inequality through students’ engagement in the class and written assignments, in listening to
others’ testimonials, reading counter-narratives, and with exposure to hxstory and more current
statistical reality for those who are minoritized. This growth and change is reiterative and nonbinary, as it is with all action in the Cycle of Liberation; once we begin to and then continue to
learn about injustice, we always have more to learn and areas where we need to increase our

99
awareness and challenge assumptions. Through taking IGD, and likely as a result of their
continued enrollment in classes of similar content, in their narratives several students shared
various ways that they grew more aware of what was happening around them and within
themselves.
The ability to engage in perspective-taking is a common outcome among students who
enroll in IGD (e.g., Dessel & Ali, 2012; DeTurk, 2006; Ford, 2018a; Frantell et al., 2019; Gurin
et al., 2002; Hopkins & Domingue, 2015; Nagda & Zúñiga, 2003; Muller & Miles, 2017;
Thakral et al., 2016). Connected to that concept, through taking IGD many students gain a better
understanding of how systemic oppression shapes the world at-large (e.g., Alimo et al., 2002;
Case, 2007; Dessel et al., 2011; Diaz & Perrault, 2010; Ford, 2012; Ford, 2018a; Irizarry &
Raible, 2014; Keehn, 2015; G. Lopez, et al., 1998; Madden, 2015; Nagda et al., 2004, 2009;
Rodriguez et al., 2018; Thakral, et al., 2016). The following narratives illustrate some of the
ways participants became more aware of the systemic nature of inequality.
Through engagement in IGD, various students shifted how they thought about the world.
Sometimes students were more internal about their recognition of the System and at other times
the participants made their recognition known to others. In this section, in the cases of the latter,
the details of the interaction are limited to highlight intrapersonal action, as it is the underlying
cognition that is explored here, not necessarily what participants did or did not do with their
heightened recognition. This increased awareness of the System also moves students toward
affective changes, which is explored in the next section. Subsequent chapters will examine how
students utilized their awareness interpersonally and beyond.
During our interview, Jason often talked about systemic structures and his understanding
of the world from a very philosophical frame of mind.
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We have a system in place that in 2012, the technology that’s available to us, should
provide for every single person, not one person counted out, to have a quality of living, to
have an acceptable quality of living. And due to a system that’s based on capitalistic
greed, we don’t. Because someone always has to have more and the thing is is that the
system in itself is immoral because the system is rooted in the dollar. Which itself is
immoral, you know. It’s just all about always, I mean a dollar has a debt attached to it.
So, you already- the system from Jump Street set’s itself up for someone to come- It’s
like the game of musical chairs, it’s just- it’s interesting because the system now feeds off
of itself […]
And it just- new prisons get built and then that takes you to the idea of privatized prisons
and the fact that people can in fact profit off of the occupation of a prison and that’sturns into a whole other thing. Because I mean, to be honest, I mean everyone talks about
America- left, right, Republican, Democratic. There’s a system at work on this that’s,
like, our own creation. It’s literally eating us, you know what I mean? And it comes down
to that system of a dollar and it just. It’s fact. You can look it up, It’s math. Like the
deficit increases. Where? You know what I mean? To where to these corporations that
are actually the creation, they are created from the same land that they’re taking from. It’s
like a really big amoral black hole that just sucks everything up. (Jason, Race & Ethnicity
dialogue)
Though this narrative centers around the impact of capitalism on the System, Jason indicated his
understanding of the intersectional nature of identities, particularly the overlap of oppression and
privilege, which later in his interview included a spoken recognition of heterosexism. Yet it was
more often the case that Jason returned to a critique of the System from the angle of capitalism,
likely a result of additional classes that Jason enrolled in after IGD that focused on such themes
and perhaps due to personal ways he observed class differences in his own family. Jason’s
narrative touched upon how individuals perpetuate the system and that with increasing awareness
and refusal to uphold the system, society has a chance to remake the social contract, “But then at
the same it’s also gave me peace and knowing that certain things- […] just- ‘cause it hasn’t been
done yet, just ‘cause it hasn’t been fixed yet doesn’t mean it can’t.” In such a way, Jason’s
narrative of the System sets up the importance of increasing recognition of systemic structures;
we cannot change systemic structures that are not within our awareness.
Safiya completed introduction to sociology prior to enrolling in intergroup dialogue.
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Though she recognized the system and understood such a system existed prior to taking IGD, it
was through IGD that she began to frame her experiences, both during and prior to college,
through a sociological lens.
I guess due to my past experiences and just trying to figure out, you know, where I fit in
sociologically in this society. I kind of knew, you know, I was of an oppressed race and
there’s white privilege and stuff like that. So, I just like- I guess didn’t know to the extent
of how oppressed I was, ‘cause I still. I know there are different levels of oppression, like
if you’re a woman you’re oppressed to a certain extent, if you’re Black, you know, you’re
oppressed a certain extent. So, I guess I kind of knew that- and I was also in a disciplinelike I’m a science major, so I there’s gender, like that plays a role in that too. So, I always
kind of just knew these things were there, but I never really looked in-depth into them
and really saw like why or like how it <sighs> how to describe it? Like how these, how
gender plays in a role with me and how my race places a role, like stuff like that. ‘Cause I
still felt like I, you know, doing fine like I never really looked at color I guess. But I
knew about color, but I never really looked at it to a really in-depth way, if that makes
sense.
So, when I came to the class I knew- I was very aware of, like, I guess, who I was, like,
meaning a Black person and, you know, my ethnicity, like I’m Haitian, so I know like it
was also a bias and like other stereotypes around that. But I guess I just never knew how
to organize it in a way, if that makes sense. Like in sociological structure like you learn
like statistics and like historical context and why people think they do and like. How, you
know, you’re socially constructed I guess to society and how that flo- factors in. But I
mean… I still left the class- I just left the class with more information and I was able to
rationalize a lot more. (Safiya, Women’s dialogue)
In this way, Safiya highlights the potential for students who may have first-hand experience of
systemic oppression to frame their lived experiences through a sociological lens, which for
Safiya encouraged her to contextualize and better understand her life’s connection to a much
larger system.
in terms of that I guess I got a more- like expanded my academic knowledge of how to
look at things. Because like I said, I was kind of naïve. Like I knew I’m a Black person
and I’ve been- I know I’m gonna be subject to discrimination, racism; I have before.
Like, in terms of gender, I s- I knew that being in a science major I kind of knew that
something was weird about it, but I never really put my like finger on like, ‘oh wow. It’s
I’m a woman like in a male-dominated field.’ And that class really expanded my mind to
that. Ah, yeah. And I was able to see the different dynamics. (Safiya, Women’s dialogue)
Safiya talked about her growing capacity to understand how her intersectional identities and their
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salience may have influenced her experiences in different environments, particularly within lab
settings as a Black woman in STEM. She stated that, “I accepted it and I acknowledged it, but I
never knew (how) to make sense out of it, if that made sense. And then through this class, like
they gave me a language.” In this way, Safiya’s enrollment in IGD and continued learning and
practice to utilize a sociological lens increased her capacity to recognize and frame her
experiences as a part of a larger whole. In many ways, this recognition leads to the capacity to
activate one’s agency.
Emmery spoke about the notion of a changing mindset and increased awareness of
perspective, particularly at the intersection of sexual orientation, as she reflected on her
participation in IGD and how her self-perception shifted.
Cause I’m a second semester junior now, so I was a second semester sophomore. The
timing was just really good for me. But mind set, I kind of just mean that there are a lot of
things where we would talk about how people might be saying things when you’re
around them and you don’t realize that they could be offending someone or saying
something or you’re doing something orLike I’m in an acapella group and it’s an all-female a cappella group and, you know, my
music directors would be running the rehearsal and we’re singing a song. And like,
‘okay, picture like the guy that you’re singing this to who, like, what did he do to you?’
And you don’t even think about it because it just seems normal. But then as students, we
would have this one discussion in that class, now all of a sudden I’m at every single
rehearsal was saying, ‘well, guy or girl.’ And like it’s just something that you can’t get
out of your head. So, it just kind of changes the way you react to things and respond to
things in your sort of everyday life that you probably didn’t notice before. And I’ve
noticed that very, very distinct shift in me noticing those things that maybe I just wasn’t
aware of before, but were happening all around me. So, it kind of like flips a switch on
<laughs> in your mind that you then you can’t go back and undo. (Emmery, Sexual
Orientation dialogue)
Through her enrollment in the Sexual Orientation section of IGD, Emmery learned to recognize
the various ways that she was asked to conform to heteronormativity. She characterized that
being asked to pay attention to the nuances of interpersonal engagement through the lenses of
systemic oppression and privilege “flips a switch,” to where she continued to maintain a
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heightened sense of recognition after IGD had ended. As a result, Emmery continued to tune into
decoding social expectations, particularly so she could advocate for herself as a member of the
LGBTQ+ community.
it definitely does make me a lot more aware in classes if someone’s talking about some
sort of an issue of like social issues or racial issues or sexuality issues or anything to do
with any sort of like minority community. Or someone is saying (something) that I
maybe don’t think is entirely appropriate (Emmery, Sexual Orientation dialogue)
Most of the specific examples that Emmery provided around her heightened awareness of
systemic issues were about sexual orientation, yet she recognized her white privilege and, as
quoted above, stated that she had an increased awareness of topics related to issues of race.
However, none of her specific examples were around issues of privilege. Emmery felt an
increased responsibility to speak out and her learning led her to pivot how she spoke up.
One of Emmery’s narratives above specifies that the membership of the a cappella group
was “all female,” which points to the non-binary nature of recognition and awareness. It is likely
that Emmery’s description was reflective of how the organization markets itself at CNYU.
According to the website for one of the a cappella groups, they utilize “all-female a cappella
group” in the description, including up through August 2020. Though this may help make sense
of Emmery’s use of the phrase, it also highlights the ways that we habituate to inequality and
thus help maintain it by not recognizing or pulling the inequality into focus. Despite Emmery’s
enrollment in an IGD course focused on sexual orientation, a section at CNYU that included
discussion and learning of some struggles of trans identified persons, she parroted a biological
understanding to name the group’s make-up, where perhaps she could have interrogated the
language as an obstacle to inclusivity in the group’s membership.
Andrea often discussed her awareness of the System focused on recognition of her
privilege as white and economically stable and in growing understanding of her marginalization
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as a woman. One such example was of when Andrea was at a bachelorette day with and for her
sister, accompanied by her sister’s friends, at a spa and felt unwelcomed to voice any recognition
of systemic inequality.
Like I can’t say like ‘oh, I wonder how she got this job’ or like ‘why, you know, 60 to
75% of these women are immigrant women?’ Or the thought of like a two-tiered class
system. Or the thought of ‘how uncomfortable it is to have somebody else, some stranger
do this to you, like and do it so many women?’ You know what I mean? Like those are
uncomfortable thoughts, so like I knew that those specifically couldn’t be brought up or
into the situation. It was like just sad.
And I missed the people- I didn’t have my phone it was locked in the locker. I’m like,
‘okay,’ like just check out and be like out of the world like out of touch and I realized like
that doesn’t help. <laughs> Like when you’re not with the right people to be out of touch
with. Like I don- I like, I needed my phone. I was thinking the entire day of like texting
my boyfriend or texting my two best friends who I knew would engage into these things
with me. And even if I was alone, I would have wished I was with somebody to talk
about (it). So, I felt alone even though I was in a room full of people because- I mean
even more alone, like that’s so like that’s a consistent, I think, theme in a lot of like- The
very like tortured artists thing where like, there’s lot of songs and poems and things are
like. They say like, ‘I’m alone in a room full of people,’ and it’s because like you’re just
not on the same level, so you might as well not be with anybody. ‘Cause you can’t have
the conversations that you want to have and the only way you can have conversations is
to negotiate that part of yourself and not talk about it at all. (Andrea, Women’s dialogue)
While at the spa with her sister and others, Andrea observed class differences and perceived
ethnic background differences between the women working and the clients and was unsettled
and felt “alone…in a room full of people” because she felt she could not discuss her observations
and feelings around the experience. Andrea had a small group of friends with whom she talked
through such issues, including her boyfriend. Being separated physically and technologically
from the people she generally processed such awareness with amplified her sense of feeling
alone and silenced, despite the latter being a choice. In this example, Andrea discusses her
discomfort with her recognition, which in many ways was about her own role in maintaining the
system of marginalization.
The examples above of cognitive outcomes of IGD related to heightened awareness of
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systemic injustice in students’ surroundings and experiences. This recognition is often the
cornerstone to increasing agency, confidence to challenge the speech or action of others, and
many of the subsequent behavioral outcomes discussed in this and subsequent chapters,
particularly when their choices align with becoming social justice advocates.
Affective Outcomes
The pedagogical scaffolding of IGD encourages and allows participants to move back
and forth between cognitive and emotional changes, as well as implementation of these changes.
Affective outcomes are quite common among IGD participants and the pedagogy of IGD
facilitates the processing of emotions (e.g., Adams et al., 2007; Bissonnette, 2018; Nagda &
Maxwell, 2011). In the Cycle of Liberation (Harro, 2010), these outcomes often come closely
tied to cognitive outcomes. Affective changes are fundamental to the Cycle of Liberation and
make it possible for informed engagement in action among others and for participants to coalesce
in collaboration toward more systemic changes (Harro, 2010; Nagda & Maxwell, 2011).
IGD and similar courses that utilize dialogue go a step further and ask students to explore
their identities and process how their identities may be multiply located and thus may
simultaneously experience oppression and privilege (Gurin et al., 2013; Tatum, 2017). Through
this reflection and through the learning, students may experience emotions that may make
cognitive processing more difficult, such as guilt, the weight of responsibility, sorrow, anger,
sadness, and other emotions (Gurin et al., 2013; Nagda & Maxwell, 2011). IGD classrooms are
often labeled as a “safe space,” yet such spaces are non-existent and cannot be guaranteed. It is
perhaps more useful to use the language of “brave space” (Arao & Clemens, 2013) in IGD, in
that IGD assists students to push beyond their comfort zone (Alimo et al., 2002; Gurin et al.,
2013) and through any conflicting emotions so they may move into growth zones. IGD
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facilitators and pedagogy foster these spaces through support, encouragement, curriculum, and
guidance for students (and staff and facilitators) to wrestle with social justice learning and the
self-discovery that occurs through that process. Classrooms that foster growth zones provide
support and structure for students to be vulnerable, self-reflect, and enact necessary change, and
IGD certainly fits the profile of such a setting. There were various ways that students’ narratives
highlighted emotional changes that occurred partly due to such an environment. A little later in
this section, some student narratives directly overlap with cognitive outcomes, yet are included
to highlight their connection to the affective features of their learning, namely their growing
recognition of their agency.
Several participants noted an increased confidence in using their voice (Ford & Lipkin,
2018b; Gurin et al., 2013) and experienced other gains in their confidence (Irizarry & Raible,
2014; Krings et al., 2015; Lipkin & Ford, 2018). The following confidence changes were
attributed to participants’ IGD experience. Grisel discussed how through her participation with
her classmates and facilitators in IGD, she grew to be more comfortable speaking up in a larger
group.
I’m not the type of person to really like- I don’t talk too much. Unless I’m really with like
friends and that’s different. But in a classroom that’s not something I always would- If
we’re having conversations and I have to say something to the professor, but I’m not that
outspoken. But with that class it was very different because that was what the class was
about. We had to speak to each other. […]
We would sit across from each other. Then you switch out, talk to another person so it- it
was basically, it got to a point where we were always talking to everyone else in the
classroom. And as it is, the way the classroom is, you’re in a circle and you’re speaking
to everyone constantly and it’s not as much the teachers speaking as (it is) the students.
So I became more comfortable with talking and really being more open-minded and just
having conversations with random people and like. It’s always been easy for me to talk to
other people, but like in such a huge group, it got to a point where it didn’t matter that it
was such a big group. And that’s how it changed basically, ‘cause with that class it was
very different. It’s not like a regular classroom setting. (Grisel, Women’s dialogue)
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Grisel attributed the communication processes of IGD to increasing her comfort in engagement
in classrooms after she completed the course stating, “In other classes afterward, like after I took
that class that was one thing that changed a little bit, it was more like, ‘okay I could have been
comfortable,’ but then it made me a little bit more comfortable.” The repeated exposure to
talking to other students in smaller exchanges, as well as with the whole class, led to an
increased comfort of participation in IGD and in future classrooms (Ford & Lipkin, 2018). Grisel
disclosed that she had a difficult semester when she was enrolled in IGD and that someone close
to her at home grew very ill and died. Grisel viewed IGD as having been a space and where she
gained self-confidence and felt supported through those challenges.
Jason reflected on how IGD shaped his ability and desire to engage with others
I engage with people differently ‘cause I wasn’t really the type. I was a little bit shy-er, I
think, and so I got like comfortable just talking and listening in that course. I definitely
think I became more comfortable in class. It actually made me look for an experience
more like that more of a dialogue experiences in classes. You know, and I actually
enjoyed classes that do more of that dialogue between professor and a student. (Jason,
Race & Ethnicity dialogue)
Jason shared that through IGD he learned to engage in classes in a different way and searched for
similar opportunities after IGD was over. He broke through what he stated was a shyness and
increased his comfort to claim space and use his voice in an academic space.
In some ways, the narratives around shyness and learning to use one’s voice and
overcoming discomfort in speaking in groups overlaps with some narratives around moving
beyond one’s comfort zone. Abby discussed how IGD challenged her to change. “Yeah, well
definitely that the race class was definitely pushing me out of my comfort zone. Because I did
feel uncomfortable a lot of times in that class.” Abby went on to detail some ways she pushed
herself into and through other areas of discomfort:
…well like this past summer I worked at the- a women’s union in Boston […] And I was
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definitely, kind of put in a, felt uncomfortable and like an invader, but also I wanted to
help, but like not seem, you know, overbearing or whatever. So that was definitely one
thing that I did. (Abby, Race & Ethnicity dialogue)
Other examples Abby provided include attending parties in support of friends of different races
where, as a white woman, she was a numerical minority, working with women’s shelters, and
working with unhoused persons. Abby continued to challenge herself to engage in discomfort,
while remaining mindful of how her privileged presence may shift how she is perceived learning and understanding that could be attributed to many factors, including her major or
minors, which were focused on communication and culture, her network of friends from home
and on campus, and her time studying abroad. Abby indicated that IGD was one of her early
exposures to academic and group discomfort that led her toward increased comfort with
discomfort.
Margaux, was an undecided student when she entered CNYU and was excited by the
diversity that she recognized at CNYU as a prospective student, particularly as a white woman
who grew up in a majority white community. As such, it was initially outside of her “comfort
zone” to engage in that perceived difference.
So, I literally came here [to CNYU] because I was completely undecided and I didn’t
know what I was gonna do. I came here because it seemed like a nice place to be among
different types of people and I was really excited by that. But I don’t think I really got
involved in talking to people that weren’t in my comfort zone until after intergroup
dialogue just because I learned so much like actually different cultures and things that
people brought into that group. (Margaux, Gender dialogue)
In the above quote, Margaux places IGD as a turning point to learn to engage with people
beyond her comfort zone. Her discomfort was situated more within her identities and her
perception of racial and cultural diversity at CNYU. Her quote underscores the reality that
though students may wish to engage with people different from themselves, it is likely that
without practice pushing beyond comfort zones, students may not have the courage to do so
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outside of the classroom (e.g., Allport, 1954/1979; Dovidio et al., 2005; Gurin et al., 2004;
Kenworthy et al., 2005; Pettigrew, 1998).
With Grisel, Jason, Abby and Margaux, as well as other students interviewed in this
research, IGD provided a space for them to practice stepping outside of their comfort zone in
different ways. For both Grisel and Jason, their challenges were shared as internal to themselves
and their discomfort of group engagement due to being shyer; IGD provided a foundation of
support that increased their confidence in novel environments and fostered their continual growth
in subsequent semesters. For Abby and Margaux, their narratives around IGD increasing their
comfort were directly related to their privileged racial identities as white. In this way, the
necessity of both exposure to difference and meaningful personal engagement with people who
were perceived as racially different was central to their growth (e.g., Allport, 1954/1979;
Dovidio et al., 2005; Gurin et al., 2004; Kenworthy et al., 2005; Pettigrew, 1998). Both Grisel
and Jason, both by virtue of their racial identities and where they grew up, entered IGD with
more experience in racially diverse environments (Tatum, 1997).
Systemic Awareness and Agency
Several students’ narratives reveal how IGD can contribute to recognition of one’s
agency (Dessel et al., 2011; DeTurk, 2006; Diaz & Perrault, 2010; Ford & Malaney, 2012;
Frantell et al., 2019) and present avenues to utilize their agency. Along at least one intersection
of identity, often more, all of the students interviewed for this dissertation experienced systemic
marginalization in some way, as well as systemic privilege. Through IGD, several of the
participants grew in their recognition of agency in ways that illustrate the power of IGD’s
pedagogical approaches paired with content that addresses systemic inequalities.
The process of IGD encouraged participants to dive deeper into their recognition of self
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(Alimo et al., 2002; Dessel et al., 2011; DeTurk, 2006; Diaz & Perrault, 2010; Ford & Malaney,
2012; Frantell et al., 2016; Khuri, 2004; Nagda et al., 2009), to be more introspective and thus
begin to ask questions about who they are and build their confidence and sense of self. Nerisa
discussed her shift in sense of self before IGD to the time we spoke:
I just decided to do more research and really just open my ey- <sighs> not be so naïve,
you know. I used to think that we were beyond race. I used to think that race didn’t play a
role in it, if I got a job or not. That race didn’t play a role if- in who, if I got chosen to do
something versus someone else. And because of these race courses that I’ve taken, I had
to unlearn that. I had to believe that everything I do, the way I look, the way I dress, the
way I talk, it’s gonna, it’s gonna affect me: and it can be good, it can be bad. I can be
chosen because I am a person of Color who speaks well or I can be ch- not chosen
because I have curly hair, you know what I mean? So, that really changed my whole
perspective. I think it made me grow up a little bit too. You know. I used to think that if I
wrote a beautiful essay, you know, I would be chosen to be one of the people to do
something in a certain program or something. And, you know, sometimes the reality is,
‘Nerisa,’ and I would say this to myself, ‘the reality is Nerisa, no matter what you do you
can’t- you can’t believe that if you try your best you’re gonna get it. Because a lot of
people are still racist. And a lot of people can’t th- unthink what they’ve learned growing
up.’ (Nerisa, Race & Ethnicity dialogue)
In this way, echoing the narratives above of coming to understand the systemic nature of
inequality, Nerisa increased this awareness and how they may influence her interactions and
opportunities based on her Dominican background. She discussed how growing up in NYC in
mainly diverse communities kept her less aware of the impact of racism in her life until she was
enrolled at CNYU. The IGD readings and discussions expanded her awareness and recognition
of systemic structures, including statistical realities of racism in the U.S. In addition to her
recognition of racism, her language choices above suggest an awareness of ableist language, in
that Nerisa stopped and changed her language from “open my ey- (eyes)” to “not be so naïve.”
Though I cannot be certain of her intention of shifting her language in this way, it is noteworthy
nonetheless.
An extension of Nerisa’s recognition of the system delved more deeply into how she
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processed how others may perceive her and how she understood herself, the latter of which
became a main source to reclaim her agency.
I used to see myself as a minority and let myself be treated as a minority. Now I am the, I
am a minority, you know, I am a person of Color, but I feel like I have a little bit of
power like, ‘I’m here, I’m in class, but I can teach you,’ you know. ‘I can tell you things
that you might not know and maybe change your perspective. And if I don’t change your
perspective, at least I tried to,’ you know. Instead of let myself feel like one, when I do
have a little bit of power because ‘I do know a little more than you might know.’ (Nerisa,
Race & Ethnicity dialogue)
Nerisa maintained her identity and deeply identified with her Dominican background, as
evidenced in her (auto)biography, and she also recognized the ways that she may be perceived in
the broader society. Nerisa decided to own her identity and her power within it. In subsequent
classes after taking IGD, Nerisa felt more empowered to speak up and “teach” her peers
(DeTurk, 2006), which will be fleshed out with examples in the next chapter. Through increasing
awareness of systemic structures, in addition to coming to understand the impact of being
racially minoritized in the so-called U.S., Nerisa claimed her agency to speak up and grew in
comfort that her perspective and knowledge can make a difference in the lives of those who
listen. Nerisa recognized her experiences as important and made a conscious decision to claim
space and contribute so that experiences like hers were present, in the hopes that her peers might
“change (their) perspective.” This shift in consciousness to (re)gain agency of one’s identity is a
pivotal change and part of the necessary “core,” as well as critical to “dismantling…internalized
oppression,” as outlined within the Cycle of Liberation (Harro, 2010, p. 53). The intersection of
IGD pedagogy and curriculum facilitates the necessary conditions for many marginalized
students to claim and utilize their agency.
Margaux stated that IGD helped her process her emotions around a traumatic event in
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ways that counseling 22 had not addressed, in a time when she was struggling with how she
perceived herself. I asked her 23 if she was previously aware of the ways gender oppression is
linked to systemic structures, to which she answered:
Not really, no. I mean I’ve definitely been in therapy since it happened. And I was
working through it kind of just with myself and not really with other people, like telling
other people I wasn’t comfortable with. And I wasn’t comfortable talking about it or, I
had a lot of trouble deciding how I was gonna present myself, like I said, to other people.
Because when people are like, ‘tell us about yourself,’ it was always- the first thing that I
thought of, and that really bothered me, like, ‘hi I’m Margaux. I was raped when I was
16.’
And I was still at that place when I went into intergroup dialogue. And then we were
doing a lot of things like that, ‘tell us about yourself.’ And I almost went to say it right
away. It’s like, ‘but that’s not who my identity is.’ I don’t want to portray myself like
some person who was abused. Cause that’s not who I am. I have a lot of other things to
offer so. I think by the end of that class, I wasn’t that paranoid and I wasn’t identifying
with what happened to me. Just who I am instead of what has been inflicted upon me that
wasn’t my choice. (Margaux, Gender dialogue)
Margaux’s growth to claim the power and agency of her identity, beyond her former
identification of being a rape survivor, illustrates the ways that “by the end of the class…I wasn’t
identifying with what happened to me. Just who I am.” During the first four weeks of class,
leading up to testimonials, Margaux already began to claim her identity as separate from an event
that had (re)shaped her life. The impact of IGD on increasing Margaux’s awareness of her
agency is further emphasized in this part of her narrative:
I mean I was being highly manipulated by the guy that I was with. The one that cheated
on me, and I was kind of clinging to him because of what happened to me when I was 16.
I met him right afterwards and he was very comforting and he was there for me. And I
always kind of stuck to him because I felt like I owed him a debt or something because he
This is not meant to suggest that IGD should be used as a substitution for counseling or that IGD is group therapy.
It is significant that this student cites IGD as a location of where she was able to process her experience and what it
meant for her identity. IGD is increasingly being utilized in graduate-level courses for counseling education (Joslin
et al., 2016) in an effort to increase cultural competency in facilitated group environments.
23
In qualitative research, it is common for the voice of the researcher to be presented as a part of the manuscript
within the presentation of the participants’ narration, partly as feminist methodology and also to dissolve the nonexistent curtain between the reader and the researched. Qualitative research does not aim to present itself as
unbiased; it seeks to show the ways the researcher is present and accounted for (see Jackson, 2001; O’Keefe, 2017;
Pascoe, 2007).
22
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was so nice to me when I was going through that time in my life. And as it progressed
and he was still manipulative and harmful to me ultimately and I didn’t see it.
I feel like I wouldn’t go for a person like that again. Because I’m comfortable enoughand like this is in all seriousness- like I’m comfortable enough expressing what’s
happened to me. And who I am is separate than that. And that’s something I couldn’t
have done before. So, I definitely have a better sense of self-worth and self-identity
because of the class. And I like whole-heartedly believe that. And I don’t think it’s just
because it has some kind of epiphany for no reason. I think it had to do with that whole
semester, just talking about those issues that were important to me, especially the sexual
violence and gender roles. (Margaux, Gender dialogue)
Margaux’s growth from feeling beholden to another based on being shown basic human decency,
which was amplified because she did not receive such decency from many of her peers at that
time, was spurred through her participation in IGD. Both the process of dialogue and the content
of the Gender dialogue played a central role in Margaux’s development and growth in “selfworth and self-identity.” Such a shift in agency, in how she self-identified and engaged with
others, reshaped her whole sense of self, which extended to how she engaged at CNYU.
Margaux attended CNYU and enrolled in IGD at least partly due to the decisions of the
boyfriend she speaks of above. Through her enrollment in IGD, she grew to claim and grow into
her identity, separate from her former boyfriend. As was outlined in her (auto)biography sketch,
prior to enrolling in IGD Margaux planned to transfer to another university. After several failed
attempts that led to her desire to leave CNYU, Margaux’s IGD peers encouraged her to try again;
she heeded their advice. With her newfound increasing confidence, she found organizations in
which she became deeply involved. Through IGD she learned that there were like-minded
individuals with whom she could connect and ultimately decided to stay at CNYU.
The following segment of the interview with Chris highlights the importance of the
pedagogical foundations of IGD, particularly the split demographics of the participants between
marginalized and dominant at the intersection of the course content, in this case along sexuality.
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I’m from high school here in (city of CNYU) and like there was a GSA - gay, straight,
alliance - but I wasn’t really involved in it and really didn’t know that much about it. So,
in high school I was really, really reser- not very reserved, but not as confident as I am
now. When I came to college, my freshman year I did meet a lot of people who accepted
me for who I was and I kind of opened up a lot. More than I was in high school, but I
never- I’ve never really like had a circle of gay friends like me. So, I’ve never really- I’ve
been able to discuss different like kind of <laughs> I don’t know how to phrase it other
than like gay problems and issues. I’ll discuss it with my straight friends, but like, they do
understand, but it’s kind of like not the same, just because they’ve never had certain
experiences that I have. So when I was taking the class, like I said it was my first kind of
sexual orientation themed class, so I was able to discuss <laughs> certain issues that I
had and that really, really helped me open up even more, like post that class. I’m so much
more open, so much more confident in myself and <laughs> it sounds really bad, but I
don’t give a crap what anyone thinks about me ever, like in a positive way. (Chris, Sexual
Orientation dialogue)
In the IGD environment, Chris was able to “discuss different…gay problems and issues,” with
those who shared similar experiences with LGBTQ+ identity (Dessel et al., 2011; DeTurk, 2006;
Joslin et al., 2016). Through dialoguing about similar experiences that intersected with LBTQ+
identity with his IGD classmates, Chris experienced a heightened level of self-assuredness that
stayed with him after IGD ended, which seems to overlap in some ways with recognition of
agency.
Internalized Oppression
There is far less in IGD literature that explores how participants come to learn about
(Ford & Malaney, 2012; Hatch, 2018; Zúñiga et al., 2012) and wrestle with unlearning
internalized oppression (Vasques-Scalera, 1999). This subsection explores the lead up to that
recognition for Inez, and thus overlaps some with prior sections on agency, and unpacks the
ongoing unlearning of internalized oppression for Inez and Jina.
Through taking IGD, Inez recognized that her identity went beyond the intersections
where she was minoritized.
I guess one major thing that I got out of it, I mean like personally- I don’t want to sound
pitiful, but for me coming in I was always like, ‘oh like I’m under oppression, I’m under
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this thing.’ But then that class made me realize that there are many things that I have that
are privileged. Like, for instance, like, you know, being lighter-skinned than maybe some
other people, being an American citizen, being able-bodied. And what I took from it was
to not function in society as a disadvantaged or advantaged person, but to realize how,
when I meet a certain person, how they’ll filter me and how that would work- I mean
how that would work- the way they treat me and what that means to my social
responsibility. (Inez, Women’s dialogue)
Inez highlights here the how her experience in IGD aided her to expand how she defined herself
and she shifted her perception to include intersections of her identity that are more commonly
privileged, such as privilege due to colorism, being able-bodied, and a U.S. citizen, and
contextualized her disadvantages among them. Through that process, Inez recognized that she
can be more aware of how others treat her and respond accordingly, yet she views herself as
more complicated than a sum of her minoritized identities, as a person with intersectional
identities (Ford, 2012; Ford & Malaney, 2012; Katira, 20006; Madden, 2015).
Inez experienced a critical shift in how she thought about herself and believed that her
experience was more “personal”:
I mean I think it had a much more personal experience with it, especially with this
program than maybe most people did. I’m not saying not everybody did but, you know,
I’m just saying for me it came at a really important time where I- Because I feel like up
until that point, up ‘til the time I finished intergroup dialogue, I was constantly thinking
of who- of what, of what I was and after that intergroup dialogue, I started thinking about
who I was. (Inez, Women’s dialogue)
Within IGD, Inez began to think more deeply of who she was, versus what she was. This
increased introspection was common among IGD participants I interviewed, as examples above
show, as well as across the literature (DeTurk, 2006; Dessel et al., 2011; Diaz & Perrault, 2010;
Ford & Malaney, 2012; Frantell et al., 2019).
Inez went on to discuss how she came to recognize her behavior as an echo of her belief
that she was expected to adhere to the “model minority” stereotype.
I never personally thought about (internalized oppression)- as like I never gave it a name.
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I didn’t really know it was something tangible, but they, they mentioned it in class and I
think I do remember realizing I had done some of that myself. That I had applied
standards that were arbitrary; I just thought I needed to follow those things. So, I do
remember them mentioning it and I do remember like acknowledging that like, ‘wow
maybe this does apply to me.’ […]
The only people that were able to (immigrate to the U.S.) were the most educated. So, it
only makes sense that the most educated from any country, doesn’t matter, they’re gonna
treat their kids that way, too. So, it, so like when I look back, I got to college and that’s
when I realized, but this entire time like I realized, I thought like this is the way the world
works; Chinese people are smart and I’m Chinese and I have to be smart-that’s the end of
it. It’s not about being oppressed and maybe some people won’t think that’s an
oppression, but it’s kind of like a weird standard to live to. That you’re- ‘cause I wasn’t at
the top of my class and […] I wasn’t as smart as my friends. Like I felt like I was pretty
average at school. My SAT scores weren’t like phenomenal, they were average as well.
So it’s- like if it worked to my advantage, if I actually did become the top of my school,
yeah maybe then I would have been okay with that kind of stereotype. But I really wasn’t
because like I always felt inferior to everyone else in that sense. […]
But there are so many other things that are built around this stereotype that I just didn’t
realize as a kid. Had I realized it then that the only reason like those students were so
smart were because their parents were high, like very high professionals and their parents
were putting all this money into education for their kids, like maybe then I would have
realized like, ‘okay, well, I don’t have to live up to it. I just have to work hard and do my
best,’ but instead I just made it seem- I made it like a standard for myself to live to. And I
blamed it all- like I guess- and I just assumed my father expected the same thing because
he was Chinese. ‘Cause my father wasn’t like the best communicator in the world, <we
smile> you know, but that has nothing to do with anything. He just- I just didn’t put all
those assumptions on him, all those stereotypes I got from school and from television and
from whatever, I just put them on him and then I tried to give him what I thought he
expected. (Inez, Women’s dialogue)
Through the process of IGD, the assigned readings, and accompanying introspection, partly
facilitated by weekly reflection assignments, Inez delved into what she experienced growing up
and unpacked how systemic oppression and internalized oppression played out in her life.
Through Inez’s realizations during IGD and after, she began to place more emphasis on
appreciating her academic efforts versus any associated grade. Inez grew to understand the
pressure she felt to excel in high school as an echo of a stereotype, versus a cultural imperative
she assumed her father expected her to meet.

117
Jina dove more deeply into her unlearning of internalized oppression and returned to the
theme multiple times throughout the interview to discuss how it influenced her emotions and
thinking. She reflected on how the courses she was taking during the semester we spoke
reminded her of what she learned through IGD.
And the biggest thing for me, always, was the internalized oppression that I felt. I
didn’t… I first became aware of it in the intergroup dialogue course. And now more and
more and more I’m realizing it every day. In ways that it just manifests itself, in ways that
I don’t even notice. It’s very jus- unnerving almost. I feel like I’m not even, like I don’t
really know who I am sometimes because of that internalized oppression. Where like, it’s
just so subconscious, it’s hard for me to pinpoint exactly where and what aspects of my
life and my personality and character are a result of that oppression. Like the way I carry
myself, as much as my father told me to do that, and that’s great for everybody, but I
almost feel like <sigh> that’s what white affluent, wealthy, middle-class people have to
do in order- That’s what they do. They stand up straight. They have posture. They’re, you
know, they’re not overweight necessarily. That’s all qualities that my parents keep
pushing into me. Weight is huge. […] I just, kept thinking all of a sudden, ‘Am I doing
this only because I’m trying to strive to be a certain person that succeeds in our society.
And also the whole concept of the model minority bothered me. […]
So, again, with the internalized oppression, if someone I knew was about to make an
Asian joke, I’d make it first. I just go ahead and just do it first. Put it out in the open, like,
<with a lilt in her voice> ‘oh yeah, I know, like blah blah blah, like I’ve got to be good at
math but, I’m so bad.’ I’ll just go ahead and do it first so I protect myself from that. And I
actually ended up getting really broken up about that in the intergroup dialogue course
thinking about how many times I did that to myself with a group of white kids. I kind of
let myself be their token Asian girl, you know? And I was just so ashamed of myself after
that. (Jina, Race & Ethnicity dialogue)
Jina’s narrative above clearly highlights her emotional process of reckoning with internalized
oppression and how she believed that learning was necessary, as she says, to “really know who I
am” without it. This process in many ways overlaps with the development of the core of the
Cycle of Liberation, which includes the processing of internalized oppression, including shame.
Though a lot of the action Jina engaged in could be categorized as cognitive action or growth,
she focused a lot on the emotional components of her actions, in how she learned to make sense
of how she thought about herself and recounted how she engaged with others in ways that
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highlighted a needed journey through undoing internalized oppression.
At the time we spoke, Jina talked at length of how she wrestled with making sense of her
social circles. She discussed her shifts in friendship groups and how she tried several times to
form friendships with students from Korean or Korean American backgrounds, which she
counted herself among, yet struggled with and did not feel accepted. She attempted to attend
several churches with Korean and/or Korean American membership and was troubled by her not
feeling welcome.
So I tried to go to another church, which was Koreans who immigrated straight from
Korea, like, for college. And they too were only staying within their group, and so, I justI don’t, I can’t say I have a single Korean friend on campus right now. And like,
sometimes I feel like… almost, I <slower> do that on purpose. I look at that and am
disgusted by it and ‘Oh, I don’t want to be like them. I want to hang out with all my white
friends,’ or whatnot. And then I thought that would be an example of internalized
oppression, but then on the other hand it could just be something personal.
It’s just all very confusing in my head. And definitely, the way I speak even. I don’t
know if you would notice or anyone else would notice. But I definitely see that within the
different groups, like Korean American groups who were born in Korea, Korean
American who were born in Korea, as opposed to born in American, they have different
accents. And then there’s me, where I speak Korean fluently and English fluently, but my
accent is different from both of these groups. And most Korean American born in
America, don’t speak Korean at all. So, that’s a whole other thing.
And I spent a lot of time thinking about why I can’t socialize with these people. And, I
don’t know, it’s just very difficult for me. Because I know my parents would love to see
me socialize with them. And even in terms of boyfriends or whatnot, I’ve never been
attracted to a single Asian American in my entire life. And my parents have a huge
problem with that. <laughs>But I don’t know where it comes from. […]
I can’t really pinpoint exact areas where I’m internally oppressed. I just know there are
definitely moments where I wish I were white. Or likeIt’s almost like sometimes I talk - me and my boyfriend, we talk a lot about this; it’s very
important to me and him as well. Sometimes I’m like, ‘when I don’t look in the mirror, I
don’t, I don’t realize I’m Asian.’ When somebody looks at me or does a double-take, or,
I’ve had people go, at a Supermarket or something, they’ll say something to me and I’ll
go, “What?” And they’ll repeat it to me <slower> really slowly, as if I <regular> don’t
understand English. And I forget that I look, what I look like on the outside, I just
completely forget. And I tell him, ‘I look in the mirror and I’m surprised sometimes.’ I
look in the mirror and I’m like, ‘that’s what I look like.’ Not that I have a problem with it,
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I’ve actually grown to really love what I look like. Especially in the past year, I’ve
become more confident. But definitely freshman, sophomore, even up to junior year, I
would literally <laughs> be surprised looking in the mirror. You just don’t think about it
constantly, but you’re forced to because society keeps reminding you. (Jina, Race &
Ethnicity dialogue)
Jina’s narrative brings into sharp focus the deep and painful burden of internalized oppression. It
was something she found the language and recognition of during her enrollment in IGD and
continued to struggle with; Jina remained aware of internalized oppression within herself after
IGD was over and then became hyperaware when subsequent courses brought it back to focus.
Jina’s reiterative return to the narrative on internalized oppression underscores the importance of
the ongoing unlearning for her and how this part of the Cycle of Liberation is one that she
occupies even while engaging in other elements of the Cycle. These examples with Jina and Inez
show how they deeply explored inner recognition, a desired change to internally unseating
systemic expectations, and the ongoing work to reshape their emotions, thoughts, and actions to
strive toward liberation within.
As the affective outcome examples help clarify, emotional processing, though difficult,
can often—though not always—be rewarding. Though emotional action is not visible to others
and often may not be recognized as action by those in the midst of it, it is a critical and necessary
component to the Cycle of Liberation (Harro, 2010). Without emotional change, it would be hard
to imagine how one might find empowerment of self and the courage to engage in interpersonal
exchanges to challenge hegemony (Maslow, 1943).
(Re)claiming agency for those who experience marginalization based on various
identities entails an overlap between awareness (cognitive) and emotional processing. In many
ways, the process of undoing negative thoughts perpetuated by hegemonic norms and the
building of confidence and (re)claiming agency are directly related to unseating hegemonic
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expectations, which sometimes overlap with internalized oppression. Though there were
examples above that were tied more to personal characteristics or to a growing comfort with
difference from the perspective of white women, much of content above illustrated the ways that
IGD processes and content can support the reclamation of agency for those who are systemically
marginalized at one or more intersections of their identity.
Behavioral Outcomes
When students take intergroup dialogue, during class they are encouraged to make
behavioral changes, such as not interrupting and becoming more aware of their language usage,
such as learning to change “ouch” words -- language that is offensive to others. Through the
course, they practice these and other behavioral changes connected to communication. Below,
are examples of how students continue to make behavioral changes after IGD has ended. As with
the other areas related to intrapersonal outcomes, there is often overlap between cognitive shifts
that occur, emotional changes necessary to absorb and keep learning about the System, and the
behavior that is exhibited.
Among those interviewed, a common outcome that overlapped with cognitive change,
emotional change, and behavioral change is how participants practiced their listening skills (Diaz
& Perrault, 2010; Ford & Lipkin, 2018a; Frantell et al., 2016; Hopkins & Domingue, 2015;
Lipkin & Ford, 2018; Nagda et al., 2009; Spencer et al., 2008). Dialogic communication requires
that listeners suspend their judgement of those talking, which often requires an increased
awareness of their own emotions, putting those on pause, and engaging in deep listening.
Jason perceived a lack of opportunity for dialogue beyond IGD:
It’s just even in this world in general, there’s not a lot of room for actual dialogue unless
you, unless you can facilitate that type of connection with someone to make them
comfortable enough. Cause a lot of it is about both parties being comfortable enough to
open up to a certain level. (Jason, Race & Ethnicity dialogue)
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Jason recognized that spaces where dialogue can occur often do not materialize without
concerted effort. He cites comfort as a necessary basic element of dialogue—an emotional state
of openness. Jason touched upon the use of dialogue to help avoid miscommunication, or to clear
it up when it happens.
My experience in that class has saved me a lot of time, in that ‘cause it’s just taught me
how to just straight up, ‘what are you trying to figure out?’ Okay, ask it, you know what I
mean? Well, ‘what is the central point of this conversation, not to get too off topic,’ you
know. ‘Cause that can often, sometimes people explain like an example from their life
that and they just leave it at that. ‘Cause in their mind it makes sense, and the dots should
connect, but in your mind it doesn’t so, you know. Just to dig for that, you know what
I’m saying. Instead of judging, instead of going back to judging, be like ‘well what does
that have to do with anything,’ you know, ‘what are you trying to say?’ […] they have
something that they’re trying to get across and if you don’t get it, there’s an issue on
some side. But you have to figure that out, you know. And that when you get down to the
bottom of what type person someone is, are they doing something with malicious intent
or is there just really- ‘cause I think a lot of the, a lot of the problems people have with
each other is generally miscommunication. You know, just not actually listening to or not
even taking the time to really understand where the other person is coming from: just
being very reactionary, you know so? That’s definitely one of the things I pull from the
class too, is how important that is. How important it is to, how much easier things could
be if we all communicated like that class, you know? In an idealistic, kumbaya type
circle, or something like that. If you just talk and really understood, but you also have to
come into that open-minded, you know, and not- and not ready to judge and with a level
of empathy because otherwise you’re not, you’re not going to want to listen to the other
person, you’re just gonna be waiting to rebut, you know, and that doesn’t get anywhere.
(Jason, Race & Ethnicity dialogue)
Within this particular exchange and discussion, Jason laid out what he believed to be the
necessary conditions for actual dialogue as arriving “open-minded and not ready to judge and
with a level of empathy.” Jason pulls together various components of IGD that are essential to
creating an environment where dialogue is more likely to be effective: genuine listening,
empathy, and suspending judgment. Jason discussed how IGD saved him time and stated that
this approach was a shift from his prior engagement style. He highlights the importance of asking
clarifying questions to better understand what people are trying to say. These were the type of
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conversations and connections Jason sought out and tried to foster after IGD was over.
Mollie repeated several times that she wanted to “understand each other’s perspectives,”
which Jason was speaking to as well. The following narrative illustrates how central the tenet of
understanding was to how Mollie attempted to approach issues after the class was over.
I guess I’m a happier person because when someone, you know, says things like when
my aunt said, when someone says, ‘oh that’s so gay, whatever,’ I don’t have anger
towards that individual because I realize that there are structural influences that shape
people individually. And I think it just makes you more able to communicate without
hostility. Because hostility doesn’t really help, you know. What helps is you being able to
convey why you think that. Well, listening to why that person, you know, is
uncomfortable with interracial relationships things like that. And, you know, gain their
perspective and then once you’ve fully understand each other’s perspectives, that’s when
people might change their mind or something like that. (Mollie, Sexual Orientation
dialogue)
Mollie tried to maintain the desire to understand another person and recognize that who they
were in the moment of their conversation was not the final step to who they may become. She
recognized that by using communication skills she learned in dialogue, she was more likely to
have an influence on others’ beliefs. In this example, she was referring specifically to a family
member and some exchanges they had regarding interracial dating.
Jina discussed how she continued to utilize the communication processes that she learned
in IGD across relationships and situations.
I find myself using that during my courses now, in terms of ‘I hear you saying,’ or by
like, I kind of try to resummarize what they say to make sure I heard their intentions of
what they were saying got through to me, I guess. I really like that practice. I kind of use
it even when I’m like having an argument with my friends I’ll do that. Because it
definitely works. It definitely, just clarifying, making sure that you mean what, that I hear
what they want me to hear, essentially. <laughing> I’ve use that with my mom, too.
<normal> That goes for everything, I think. Actually the concept of dialogue was
completely new to me. I was one of those people who never sparked any kind of
confrontation. (Jina, Race & Ethnicity dialogue)
Jina stated she was not someone who was comfortable with confrontation before she took IGD.
IGD helped Jina learn how to seek clarification through summarizing what someone said. Jina’s
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desire to seek clarification echoes the sentiments above that Jason and Mollie shared as well, the
continued use of dialogic processes to minimize miscommunication and to facilitate increased
understanding.
Understandably, there are also limitations to engagement. In the following examples, Inez
and Chris’s narratives illustrate how they made choices when to not engage in conversations. In
such cases their prior experiences with marginalization led them to believe that engagement in
these situations would not result in their desired outcome. In the narratives that Inez and Chris
provide, it is important to note that their decisions to not challenge the language of the other
person is best understood by keeping in mind any present differences in privilege among the
persons involved.
During the semester he took IGD, Chris took a sexuality development course that surveys
the landscape of sex, gender, and sexuality and incorporates facilitated discussion sections
separate from the lecture. He said that IGD and that course combined contributed to his desire to
make an impact on the world around him. He enjoyed these courses and engagement style so
much that he continued as a peer TA for Sexuality Development and led one of the facilitated
discussion sections. Chris shared that one of his friends often introduced him as their “gay
friend.” Chris stated that through utilizing dialogue he learned to “let it go a little bit,” in that he
has to determine when to find another way to approach a situation. Chris discussed the
limitations of engaging with a friend of his in part of his narrative.
[…] since my training with these classes, I have kind of let it go a little bit. Because that’s
another thing that I’ve learned is to just let go of things and just like deal with it in a more
productive way instead of like blowing up at the person. Yeah it, it always had bothered
me, because again it’s putting me into a box of like, ‘I’m not your friend, I’m your gay
friend.’ Not that that’s a problem, but ‘I have multiple identities why are you choosing
the one that’s kind of the most - the one that’s most unlike the others to define me?’
(Chris, Sexual Orientation dialogue)
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Chris clarified that the push back about having multiple identities was in his head, not one shared
aloud; he felt that sharing it with his friend would not help the situation. He later added:
But people just don’t realize what they’re saying sometimes. People don’t know what’s
offensive and it’s partial ignorance and partial just, you don’t think about things like that.
You don’t always, you don’t know what everyone is thinking. […] also people will make
the argument, ‘I don’t mean it offensively,’ but like, you’re still making the conscious
decision to say a word. When in the English language, we have like thousands of words
you can use instead. (Chris, Sexual Orientation dialogue)
Chris shows that he recognized that many people may not consider their language carefully and
that there are other languages choices available. He believed there were limited ways that he
could (comfortably) influence a friend of his who continually introduced him as her “gay friend.”
Instead, he opted to “let it go.” In such a case, it is possible that the positives he got from the
friendship outweighed his willingness to push back and perhaps any fear of loss of that
friendship if he did.
Inez discussed how the process of honing dialogic communication does not end after IGD
ends (Ford & Lipkin, 2018a). She had a co-worker who often tried to pull her into heated
disagreements by using gendered stereotypes in his speech around her. She discussed her
approach toward that co-worker:
I felt like I made it more salient in a way, because if I freaked out on him, he would only
remember I freaked out on him, ‘Inez’s a crazed feminist-ignore her.’ But by ignoring
him, he got the point that I didn’t want to talk about this issue anymore ‘cause we
disagreed. He will probably never bring up this issue again. I’ll be surprised if he opens
up another Sports Illustrated in front of me. And like overall he knows that if Inez’s in the
room, just don’t talk about this kind of thing. ‘Cause it’s just disrespectful. He’s not
going to change his mind, so just don’t bring it up, ‘cause it’s disrespectful. So, I think at
the same time, I just learned to communicate differently. That’s what essentially came
out of it. Is that not everything has to be completely obvious. Like you just like- learn
how to communicate when you’re dealt with like a situation where people are being
ignorant, people being oppressive, yeah. You just learn to deal with that, that’s all. Also
like, this whole process hasn’t ended after the course. (Inez, Women’s dialogue)
Inez attempted to talk to her co-worker previously about his sexist language and behavior and
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believed the exchange to be fruitless based on his deep-rooted denial of systemic oppression, let
alone any role he may have played in maintaining the system. Inez believed that in the attempts
to educate her co-worker, she engaged in a way that was more combative and did not produce the
outcome she desired—a change in her co-worker’s behavior, if not opinion—so she stopped
engaging him in conversations related to systemic oppression, particularly gender. She
recognized that sometimes you can engage and challenge those who perpetuate hegemony and
sometimes, often for self-preservation when on the receiving end of bigotry, it can be a useful
tool for self-preservation to choose to disengage.
In Inez’s example, the power differential was related to gender and in Chris’ example the
identity was related to sexuality—though both of their situations were certainly more
complicated than a single facet of their identity. With either of them, had they shared common
privilege around the topic of offense by the other party, not engaging in the offensive
components of the conversation is still an option, yet one that is a lot more complicated
considering the responsibility of those with privilege to disrupt cycles of oppression. Instead, in
these cases, the prior examples illustrate how students utilized their agency (DeTurk, 2006;
Dessel et al., 2011; Diaz & Perrault, 2010; Ford & Lipkin, 2018b; Ford & Malaney, 2012;
Frantell et al., 2016) in a protective way by disengaging, where preservation of self in this way is
liberatory or an act of rebellion or (e.g., Davis, 2018; Lorde, 1988/2017; Taylor, 2018). Anna
Frank (2003) recognizes silence as a “deliberate behavior,” though her analysis of it was solely
in the classroom. She writes, “(s)ilence is a response that I recognize as a chosen behavior, often
felt as the safest way to respond in situations where hegemonic perspectives seem to dominate”
(Frank, 2003, p. 715).
An overlap between disengagement from challenging others and becoming more
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discerning in who to engage with is evident in several narratives of students who stated they
chose who they spent time with more carefully after taking IGD (Malaney, 2018). Several
participants stated that their enrollment in IGD changed how they engaged in conversations,
which shaped with whom they chose to engage in such conversations. In these ways, the choices
these students made created boundaries around what they were willing to do to help educate their
friends, examples of which are covered in the next chapter, and what they recognized as draining
to their core or as a challenge to their capacity to maintain their work within intrapersonal action.
Jason expressed these boundaries clearly:
It makes my friendships meaningful, you know, and in terms of people who I hang
around and people who I feel like I can genuinely learn something from and- people who
are around me and people who feel like they can learn something from me as well. So,
it’s good in terms of like building myself, you know what I’m saying, ‘cause you can
only experience so much. You know, your wisdom comes from different perspectives on
different things. So if someone can provide that or provide their idea or their opinion on
something and you can bounce it back to the point where you construct an entire idea
that’s- It’s definitely- It’s small- it’s made my circle smaller ‘cause I realize not
everybody can like- you can really talk to people like that, you know what I mean?
‘Cause I feel like everybody has their own language so to speak. Just the way that they
talk, the way they- sometimes you always think someone’s inside your head while you’re
talking: some people are, some people aren’t. But it’s made my circle smaller in the terms
of who I really value friendships with. But at the same time, it’s been enriching and not
have to get all of the other stuff that comes in. It’s also made me more conscious and
aware of what I’m around, ‘cause people words can manifest thoughts in your mind that
you don’t necessarily need to be around. (Jason, Race & Ethnicity dialogue)
In this way, Jason values relationships he considered meaningful and where there was sufficient
openness to cultivate shared understanding. He also understood that whether we want them to or
not, our friendships influence our own thoughts through the conversations we have, and the
values expressed within them. As such, it makes sense that if one is committed to furthering
social justice, that one will surround oneself with those similarly inclined, or minimally those
who do not actively participate in maintaining the System and instead surround oneself with
those who are open to the recognition of systemic injustice. In many ways, Jason’s behavior, and
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that of the students in subsequent examples, underscores the value of the IGD process and its
lingering effects that encourages students to seek support for their shifting worldview to continue
to engage in deep, meaningful conversations. For Jason, his relationship changes also challenge
social expectations of heterosexual men, who due to cis-heteronormativity and gender policing
may find it challenging to form supportive relationships with other men (hooks, 2004; Kimmel,
2010).
Darius stated that his friendship groups from his first year to when we spoke, “actually
made a drastic change,” and discussed the differences, as he made sense of them.
Like I said, freshman year I was all over the place, I was a social butterfly. But
throughout the semesters and stuff, things change, people change. And then I start just
mak- closing my circle up more. […] just because I feel like it’s a waste to have surface
conversations with a million people, when you can have deep conversations with ten.
(Darius, Race & Ethnicity dialogue)
Darius indicated that the important parts of the change for him was about having more
meaningful, intellectually-diverse relationships with a smaller group of people around particular
areas of interest:
So, going along I had to choose my friends wisely, and when I did me -like my roommate
now and people that I hang out with all the time here- I could be, you know, I can- I’m
trying to- I can connect to them on different levels. We can dumb it down, talk about
sports, women, clothes, music or we can go the heights of we trying to change the world,
you know. And that’s where it comes from. I feel like if I can have both conversations
with you, then we can start and then if, you know, we always working together for
something or we can support each other or something then that’s just how it is. It’s as a
simple as that. I don’t know why people don’t know that. But most of the people here, I
can’t really talk to them about the later part of, you know, I could never really go that far,
‘cause I feel like they wouldn’t even understand, you know. So, that’s kind of how I
made that decision. (Darius, Race & Ethnicity dialogue)
For Darius, it was the ability to talk about various topics and to do so in a way true to dialogue,
through sustained deep conversation, that led him to (re)form friendships. Though he did not
clarify what he meant, nor did I ask, his depiction of the topics of “sports, women, clothes,
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music” as a way to “dumb it down,” is likely a distinction between more surface conversations
and those that require more exploration of perspectives. Some of the surface topics he mentioned
include topics sometimes stereotypically deemed “masculine;” thus Darius’s desire for deeper
connection beyond those topics are also an example of pushing beyond normative expectations
of masculinity 24—as is also evident in Jason’s example above (Waling, 2019). Darius highlights
in his narrative that the ability to connect on that deeper level was something rare in his
experience at CNYU.
Based on context within Darius’s narrative, his desire for meaningful relationships grew
out of the desire to talk about what he was learning in IGD:
when I was taking that course, I was living with two of my closest friends from freshman
year and like I would always come home sometimes and be like, ‘man I just came from
class.’ And I’ll tell ‘em the topic and we all just discussed it. I lived with a dude from
Ghana and an Asian, I mean they were both American, but still they had those roots
there. And we could all talk for hours, you know, about all type of stuff. And that’s why I
loved taking the class, ‘cause it just put me the mindset instead of coming home and
joking about girls and the parties, and sports and stuff, we were actually talking about
more educational things. (Darius, Race & Ethnicity dialogue)
Darius, like many other participants, wanted to talk about what he was learning in class beyond
the walls of the classroom. In these ways, the desire to use sustained dialogue, put into practice
during IGD, continues long after the class ends. Through IGD, Darius grew in appreciation of the
possible richness within friendships that explore various topics through dialogue (Diaz &
Perrault, 2010) and continued that shift in relationships beyond his enrollment in IGD. These
outcomes of IGD illustrate the various ways that IGD processes establish a foundation that
enables participants to make choices that unsettle systemic expectations and models how to
cultivate spaces that nurture and support their growth and development.

See Waling (2019) for a discussion that problematizes the use of ‘toxic’ and ‘healthy masculinity’ in
conversations that seek to disrupt gender inequities. These phrases can reinscribe binaries, thus I resist their use in
my own unlearning.
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Darius discussed this behavior of learning more about others as “going deep,” (Diaz &
Perrault, 2010) and named it as a “huge change” for him personally.
And when I got into this class and was taking it and going through the process of learning
about myself and about other things, I start thinking- I would say my mind started
thinking more in-depth about everything. Like whenever a conversation sprouted out, I
would go the further, you know, the extra two steps to talk about instead of just keeping it
at a surface level. Never going deep, I, after that, after that class everything was deep for
me, everything was: got to find the root, got to find the root, got to, you know, analyze it.
It put me in the- that type of mode of analyzing things, conversing all the time. And this
was not just in school, but in every aspect of my life, so. It was just like I always just
wanted to talk about things and see what this person felt or was thinking. And it kind of
hurt me some in some places.
I mean a lot of people don’t, as I said, a lot of people don’t like to talk. And I was just the
person that always wanted to talk and a lot of people don’t want to talk about problems
or, you know, how they feel, you know, anything. And it was just why not, I mean, ‘I’m
pretty sure you have a million things to say. Just say it,’ you know, ‘We can talk about it.’
And in class and in all my other classes I started speaking up more after this class. Like
the (African American Studies) class I was always talking and bridging that class with the
dialogue class. So, I don’t know, I guess I kind of started taking extra steps while
everybody else was still just at the surface level and that’s kind of, that was a huge
change. (Darius, Race & Ethnicity dialogue)
Darius discussed how the process of learning about himself and through the practice of dialogue,
he began to analyze and “find the root” of any particular conversation—he wanted to know what
his conversation partners were thinking and feeling. He recognized that not everyone approaches
conversations in such a way, but that it nonetheless changed how he engaged with others,
including in other classes.
Whereas Darius and Jason’s descriptions of the cultivation of their friendships were
focused more on the processes of their communication, the remaining students wove into their
narratives about friendship cultivation their increasing recognition of systemic inequalities—
often, though not always, around their own targeted identities. Choices like these, particularly
that are paired with experiences at an intersection of marginalization, require a recognition of the
ways that participants recognized their worth and harnessed their agency. Jina explicitly
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discussed her experience of maintaining friendships and how such choices sometimes had to do
with her peers’ willingness or capacity to engage in topics she considered important.
I would say I choose my friends a lot more carefully, I think. I don’t know if that’s just
awareness of systemic reasons or not. I just know I like to be friends with people who are
introspective and reflect on their own actions and are just more open-minded. (Jina,
Women’s dialogue)
Jina expanded upon her friendship experiences and contextualized it with her perceived changes
within self during her first two years in college. Her narrative parallels Darius’s in many ways, as
it parallels many students’ narratives when they first arrive to college.
When I first got to college, whoever wants to be my friend, I was completely open and
would just go along with whatever everybody’s- cause again, I didn’t like conflict. And
you know, ‘you say what you want to say, cool, I’ll accept it.’ But, not so much anymore.
I almost feel like I’ve become a lot more introverted, which isn’t necessarily a bad thing.
Cause I just think a lot more, ‘cause especially after sophomore year and the intergroup
dialogue class, I would say sophomore year was like a pivotal turn in my life, after that
certain friends that I had- Oh yeah! My roommate at the time, don’t speak to her ever
really anymore. I tried to talk to her once or twice, but she always considered it stupid or
not worth talking about. She took the (teacher-prep) course (that focuses on privilege and
oppression) with me too, she joked about it the entire time. So definitely more selective
in my friends and who I choose to spend my time with. (Jina, Women’s dialogue)
Jina shifted her friendships away from those who were not willing to take issues of systemic
oppression seriously. Jina stated that she is “more selective” in her friendships and her example
with her former roommate highlights the importance she placed on her friends’ understanding of
the realities of systemic inequality.
Similarly to Jina, Emmery discussed how she expected her closer friends to be more
open-minded.
I definitely, there’s only like two or three of them who I’m extremely close with now, the
others I’ve sort of consciously moved away from them. And part of that has definitely
been from their sort of lack of interest in engaging in actually changing their outlook on
things. They tend to be a little bit closed-minded about things and, not- I guess sort of not
willing to accept their privilege and like they kind of just don’t want to be like, ‘Oh, yes,
I understand I’m privileged in all of these areas. What can I do to make myself a better
ally to all of these people who aren’t?’ And they’re conversations that I just naturally
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want to have with my friends now.
And I definitely have sort of drifted more towards the people who are incredibly
responsive and more away from the people who, not necessarily that they’re consciously
like, ‘no I don’t want to talk about it,’ but that they just don’t really care as much. Cause I
can sense it and I can tell, you know, whose being like genuinely, like, ‘okay let’s sit
down and have a conversation,’ (and) whose being like, ‘oh yeah I’ll go to the gay bar
with you sure, why not it will be fun.’ Like the difference between those two, it’s not
always based off of conversations, a lot of times it is just sort of I can tell that they’re not
interested. (Emmery, Sexual Orientation dialogue)
In similar ways to the former examples, Emmery sought to maintain and strengthen the
friendships with those who can have deeper conversations. Akin to Jina, Emmery sought
conversation content that could respectfully include awareness of systemic inequalities.
Emmery’s phrasing of wanting to be around “people who are incredibly responsive” is further
contextualized to those who recognize their privilege around such issues, particularly for those
with whom she spends the bulk of her time. Her experience in IGD increased Emmery’s
awareness of the behavior of others (Dessel & Ali, 2012; Dessel et al., 2013; Ford & Lipkin,
2018b) and she explained what that meant for her personally.
And so it’s just those sort of situations where I’m kind of like, ‘if you can’t understand,
like I understand that it’s a mental block, because it’s something that you’re not used to.
But clearly this is something that’s important to me and if that’s not something that’s
going to make you willing to kind of step down or step back for a second and say, “well
maybe I can change my opinion on this or maybe I will stop being defensive about
something for a second,” then things aren’t gonna work.’
And it surprised me in some of the people who have had that sort of inability. But I mean
taking the class, sort of changes your outlook on how important that is and kind of gets
you to the point where you’re able to say like, ‘Well as much as I like this person, as
much as I like value our friendship, you know, maybe this isn’t someone who’s going to
be able to change.’ […]
it’s mostly white privileged women who I hang out with. But I definitely do make the
sort of decision like which people I spend more time with a lot of times does have to do
with, you know, if I know that there’s a certain group of people that every time I hang
around them they make comments that make me uncomfortable or I know some sort of
discussion is gonna come up. And I’m not just gonna want to deal and that’s definitely
shifted like who I spend more time with and who I don’t. […] (Emmery, Sexual
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Orientation dialogue)
In her awareness of others, Emmery shows the capacity to try to understanding others’
experiences as shaping their approach to issues she cared about and, at the same time, she is able
to recognize that maintaining the friendship is a choice. In some cases, Emmery chose to limit
her time with some people based on their actions and behaviors around social justice issues. The
intersections of identity are unclear regarding when she was “not just gonna want to deal”:
sexual orientation, race, gender, and mental health were all topics about which Emmery
expressed that she cared. The examples she provided where she recognized or pushed back
against systemic inequalities often centered more at the intersection of sexual orientation, though
in the first portion of the quote immediately above, her push back was related to mental health.
The example Emmery provided for where she infers intent beyond words—“I can sense it and I
can tell, you know, whose being like genuinely”—was related to her identity as bisexual,
regarding friends agreeing to going to gay bars, but not being willing to engage in conversations
around their privilege. Emmery did not provide specific examples around race where, as a white
woman, she holds a greater responsibility to continue to engage with and educate white folks
(hooks, 1995; Tatum, 2007). Similarly, within the intersection of gender, particularly since
Emmery spent much of her time with other white women, if comments that reinscribed or
perpetuated the marginalization of women were a part of the discourse, challenges to that
discourse may be better received from another (white) woman. Provided the overlaps of gender
and sexual orientation, particularly around policing gender (Deaux & Stewart, 2001; N. Lopez,
2003), it may be that any friends’ comments may have been too complex and required too much
emotional energy to engage in spaces where she may have sought refuge and belonging. As
discussed above, the location from which we choose to disengage from challenging hegemonic
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discourse matters.
Danielle was another student I interviewed who chose who she spent time with based on
perceived openness of thought, capacity for empathy, or desire to engage in what she considered
meaningful conversations. She discussed how she makes conscious decisions to surround herself
with people who are open to feedback about language:
But I think I definitely took a better look at who I want to surround myself by. Because I
don’t want to be surrounding myself around people that are gonna be making racist
comments and things like that. Or that won’t listen when I try to give an educational
moment of why that’s not okay. So, I think I definitely changed that. (Danielle, Sexual
Orientation dialogue and Race & Ethnicity dialogue)
As a result of her enrollment in IGD, Danielle became more conscious of trying to understand
the belief systems of the people she spent time with and adjusted those groups to be around
people who were more in line with her growing desire for working toward social justice. In this
way, Danielle’s underscored the importance of her peers’ capacity for change in shaping her
social circles, particularly along the intersections of growing in her understanding of white
privilege and her responsibility to challenge racism.
Chris, Grisel, and Abby did not recognize any difference in the way they formed or
maintained relationships and with Micaela, it was not a topic we covered in our interview. For
the remaining participants, their narratives contained echoes of the continuation of using dialogic
communication in friendships and/or making choices to remain in or create new friendships with
people who were open-minded regarding recognition of social injustice.
Course Selections
A desire to learn more (Ford & Lipkin, 2018b; Lopez-Humphreys & Araújo Dawson,
2014), a cognitive outcome from IGD, fueled students’ behavior and shaped their undergraduate
experience after IGD inside and outside of the classroom. After IGD was over, many participants
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of this project often chose classes based on their desire to learn more about systemic injustice
(Ford & Lipkin, 2018b) and to fuel their growing passion for topics related to systemic social
structures and identity.
Jina’s experience with dialogue, including IGD and a women studies class that utilized
dialogue as a pedagogy, shaped how she continued in her studies after the IGD course was over,
which she states was the course that put her into a mode of learning.
My selection in classes has definitely been effected. But like definitely by that class, as
you can see, even into senior year. I consciously made a decision on what classes to take
based on, you know, what I learned from that class and because I want to educate myself
more. I feel like that class more than anything put in me this need to just <taps table>
keep learning and learning and learning. Because after learning so much last semester, I
was like, ‘what else am I missing?’ Like, ‘Like what more am I not aware of?’ So that’s
my biggest, I think, concern, I just tried to branch out as much as possible. Junior year I
took Israeli, Palestinian Culture and Film and Literature, and I took Native American
Literature, African American History, Victorian Fashion and Culture. <smiles and
laughs> I really tried to expand as much as possible. And I, I think it was probably one of
the best decisions of my life. I got a 4-O (4.0) that semester with 19 credits, of all those
classes, because I really cared about it so much and I gave it everything I had. So, I mean,
I definitely, I don’t just sit in class anymore. I try to take in as much as possible or I feel
I’ll miss out otherwise. (Jina, Race & Ethnicity dialogue)
Jina’s narrative highlights the way that IGD kindles a passion within students to continue what
they began learning in IGD. Through their engagement in IGD, they have a recognition that there
is always more to learn, evident in Jina’s statement “what more am I not aware of?” In the
following quote Jina mentioned the courses she was taking in her senior year, which was when
the interview was conducted.
One is black prison writing and the other one is Constructing Whiteness. And so I kinda
feel almost like I’m being catapulted back. Where it’s like, I don’t know why, when I was
part of the intergroup dialogue course, I felt really passionately about it. Then you just
kinda forget about it. It fades, you get used to it again, right now, this semester especially,
and I feel like I’m all a sudden remembering again, and kind of reprimanding myself for
ever letting myself slip away from that. (Jina, Race & Ethnicity dialogue)
Jina’s narrative shows a recognition that without an ongoing engagement in the subject matter,
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she “kinda forget(s) about it,” and she uses the phrase “get used to it again,” recognizing that the
pull of the status quo is strong and ongoing engagement in learning and recognition is essential
to maintain the challenge to the status quo. Clearly these issues were important to Jina, and she
was upset with herself for allowing the recognition to fade.
In addition to a desire to know more, Andrea’s narrative highlights the ways that
emotional changes that take place in IGD can lead to behavioral changes after the course is over.
I decided to take classes that like challenged my way of thinking. I would never have
enrolled in the Black sexuality course if I wasn’t, if I hadn’t taken the race and gender
dialogue, for many reasons. One being like probably just wasn’t an environment I would
(be) comfortable in. But also, I think my white privilege would have been too much to get
over in one semester for me to have learned anything at all. So, like the course really
assisted in like breaking down the walls so that I could actually just absorb rather than
defend things. So, that has like definitely helped me move forward in classes. […] These
courses I think just like radically shift what you think about. And it’s definitely played
out in my class selection. And I am more than grateful for that. Because like I said, like
Dr. Carr, I think the best professors I’ve had. Like she’s somebody I admire, and I don’t
know if I would have taken her class if I hadn’t been through this other one. So, it’s
definitely changed my academics for sure. (Andrea, Women’s dialogue)
Despite having already taken classes in women’s and gender studies, including those that
engaged in issues of race, Andrea highlights that through her experience in IGD she grew more
comfortable engaging in a racially diverse classroom focused on topics about race. She positions
IGD as courses that “radically shift what you think about” and as a class that allowed her to
lower her defenses about white privilege that then enabled her to “absorb rather than defend”
what she was learning in subsequent courses focused on race. Though Andrea used the phrase
“get over” when talking about her white privilege in the quote above, it was clear in the course of
three interviews that understanding her white privilege was something she continued to try to do,
which partly influenced her continued enrollment in classes that more deeply explored race and
gender.
Similarly to the way Andrea took courses that “challenged” how she thought, Nerisa
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labeled that process as taking courses that “flipped” how she thought.
I guess I started taking courses that flipped my way of thinking. I like courses like that.
(C: And was that intentional?) At first, no. At first, I didn’t know why I wanted to take
<laughs> courses like this and my friends would be like, ‘Nerisa what kind of courses are
they?’ I’m like, ‘it’s really interesting.’ And I would talk, talk, talk and they would be
like, ‘okay,’ and they’ll like walk away. And I’m like, ‘oh well. It’s interesting to me.’
[Goes on to give details of learning, such as about marronage in Haiti] So things like that
I love, like teach me something that I’ve never heard before and you have me for the rest
of your life. <laughs> Like you have me, I won’t even look at my phone, you know. You
keep me engaged and you keep me on my toes, I wouldn’t even have to- I just need my
notes, that’s it. No computer with Facebook on it, no phone out, no nothing, -and be real.
(Nerisa, Race & Ethnicity dialogue)
In an environment where professors may find engaging students in the material challenging,
Nerisa highlighted that for her, learning counternarratives were effective ways to keep her
engaged. She credited IGD to the beginning of taking courses of this nature and indicated that
she continued to enroll in such courses. It is reasonable to extrapolate that the use of
counternarratives in these courses are what Nerisa found engaging—that learning about the ways
that those in marginalized positions utilized their agency may be inspiring, perhaps especially to
students who are marginalized in similar ways (Delpit, 2006).
Jason discussed how IGD led him to have a different “mindset” about systemic issues and
listed some of the courses he had taken since IGD.
And in turn like other classes I took while I was out here, you know, and just picking a
certain sociology, social deviance and dynamics of addiction were like two classes I took
last year. And just after taking that class and just looking at things with that different
mindset, just kind of open my eyes to the way things were run in terms of systemic issues
and how sometimes they are rooted in race. (Jason, Race & Ethnicity dialogue)
His desire to continue learning about “systemic issues…rooted in race” continued beyond IGD,
which he attributed to a “different mindset” gained through taking IGD. The pedagogy and
curriculum of IGD combine to create powerful learning experiences for students that continue
after the course is over and leave them seeking more opportunities to expand their knowledge.
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Though the prior examples have been among students in majors that may overlap with courses of
this nature, they chose their courses to purposefully incorporate deep learning about systemic
injustice and identity after taking IGD. Within their curriculum there is option for enrollment in
those courses to occur naturally, yet there is also room for students to avoid taking such courses.
That students continued to enroll in courses that directly challenged or expanded their way of
thinking suggests a dedication to staying within the Cycle of Liberation.
In the example of Safiya, a biology major, she was limited in her major requirements
from taking more courses like IGD.
So, I’m not a sociology major, I just like love like reading about it and I mean. It’s a
bittersweet relationship actually cause it makes me really sad, like really sad and like. I
don’t even participate much in class sometimes because I’m just so sad like hearing the
statistics and hearing stuff like that and even sometimes what the students say in the
class. And I’m just, it makes me sad. But like, I just really like learning, I’m an arts &
science major and this is a core requirement. And I, of course, could have chosen other
classes. But this, you know, I just feel like I learn a- really a lot in the class, like my other
classes I learn a lot, but this I just feel like I can relate to so much. And if I- I just, I don’t
know, it’s just really interesting for me to read, hear, and reading for really- just help me
really observe my life. <speeds up speech and pitch increases a little> And I think
sociology courses have been the most rewarding classes I’ve ever taken in college.
<normal> Like if it’s a class I have to take it has to be sociology, like if I’m looking back
on my career I’m gonna be like, the most stuff I learned about sociology. Because you
just really learn about how- how the world impacts you and you just really start viewing
stuff in a different lens that you may not have before. So, yeah, of all classes, I just think
that that is the most beneficial one. (Safiya, Women’s dialogue)
In our conversation, Safiya discussed how she would have liked to minor in sociology if there
was room beyond her major requirements. Through IGD, she came to understand various
experiences more clearly as a Black woman within her major. Similarly to the other students
quoted above, Safiya echoed that IGD and sociology courses allowed her to shift how she
viewed the world and its impact upon her and how she might respond, which echoes the
increased agency that IGD seems to have facilitated among many participants.
Jina, Andrea, Nerisa, and Jason’s experiences highlight how IGD became a springboard
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for their decisions to take more courses that shared a focus on systemic injustice and a desire for
courses that utilized a similar style of engagement. Additionally, Safiya’s desire for sociological
learning as a biology major suggests a possible benefit for sociological connections and IGD
processes to be infused into the required courses of less flexible majors.
Complicating Outcomes
The following highlights one participants’ experience. Stephanie did not describe a
heightened awareness of oppressive systems after her enrollment in IGD. Stephanie had a
negative experience within IGD and disengaged from participating during class. Her experience
in IGD was complicated by her positionality as a U.S. citizen who was educated in and lived in
Hong Kong during her K-12 schooling years, as well as by her personality, as shared in her
(auto)biography. Stephanie felt that her disagreement to a specific reading early in the course
was not received with the same openness as she recalled white students receiving for their input.
it was a very like, it was a very American perspective. And so when we read about other
cultures or other minorities it was kind of like, I felt like they put American culture above
other cultures. So I remember distinctly reading, one paper on like Chinese culture and
how like all Chinese moms are like tiger moms or whatever. Like they make their kids
study and then they would say how like that’s not good and you need to give your
children more freedom. But then, for me, like I didn’t like the articles. I thought it was a
purposely- they purposely picked an article of a Chinese, second-generation child who
was like suffering under the Chinese oppression culture. I don’t know, I felt like they
didn’t really explore areas like that. They just kind of explored how one’s own culture
would be oppressive and how like American culture is more liberating. And after- that
message seemed to get to me, I just like didn’t talk in class anymore. […]
I figured out that the teachers had a certain agenda and they wanted to reach that
message. And so they didn’t really want to hear or they weren’t as- they didn’t seem as
open to hearing like a different perspective or somebody who actually maybe liked that
kind of culture. Like I personally don’t mind the whole oppressive Chinese culture, but I
and I thought that there is a reason for. I think there’s a reason for Chinese culture like to
be so academically-based and maybe they don’t show their emotions that much. But I
think the kids turn out fine and. But I don’t remember if I brought the point up or not. I
may have brought up in a paper. I feel like I did say something in class like, just once and
then they said something? I don’t remember what they said, but then so that’s I just didn’t
talk as much after that. But the general response I seem to get was like it was very one-
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tracked, like they wanted to. They like the idea of equality and freedom, but I feel like
they didn’t- and they want to share the ideas so that everybody got the sense that there
should be equality and freedom, but I don’t think they really thought about the bigger
picture I guess, of like how every culture does have some sort of individualism and you
can’t really take like American culture and place it all over, like it doesn’t work like that.
(Stephanie, Women’s dialogue)
In this way, Stephanie narrowed her verbal participation in class, though she completed the
assignments. She felt that the facilitators kept to a “certain agenda” and thus “didn’t seem as
open to hearing” anything that contradicted that perceived agenda. Stephanie was a senior at the
time we met, and she took IGD during the second semester of her first year in college and found
it difficult to remember details of her participation, though she remembered how she felt. She
thought she recalled discussing her experience growing up in Hong Kong to parents who were
born and raised in Hong Kong and that from her perspective the concept of a “Tiger Mom” was
discriminatory and the specific reading and subsequent classroom dialogue lacked varying
cultural perspectives.
Though Stephanie went on to take additional courses that included issues of systemic
oppression, she continued to gloss over larger systemic issues. On one hand, Stephanie believed
that she knew enough about race and did not need to be taught about it:
Because it’s like why are you teaching me about my own culture already? And why are
you telling me my culture is like oppressive or so, yeah? Like the gist I got in the class, I
could tell that the white students like, the white students got more out of it than others.
And they were the ones who were always surprised at the articles, and I would read them
and I would be like why are you surprised like I don’t get it? So, I guess there’s that. Like
I didn’t feel connected with the students and I didn’t really buy what the teachers were
telling me. So that’s why I started, I stopped talking and I like, I know this stuff already
and it’s not really helping me (Stephanie, Women’s dialogue)
While on the other hand Stephanie seemed to engage in essentialism of racial classifications
beyond the one that she identified with and had experience within:
I think in like the cases of minorities, Asians are very separated from other like, other
minorities culture. Like I feel like African Americans and Latinos and Mexicans connect-
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all of them connect on a different level than Asians do. Like if I were to group them
together Asians would definitely be separate from. And I could- Like if you were to put
them in a city, African Americans, Mexicans, Latinos they would get along, but Asians
would like they could not be thrown into that mix. And I think that yeah, I think that,
yeah I guess they don’t understand Asian culture, but at the same time Asians don’t
understand their culture. […]
Because I feel like Asian Americans don’t even know how to identify themselves yet.
And I think that’s starting to get like a bigger and bigger issue that like Asian Americans
get more popular in the mainstream media. Especially with like the basketball player,
Jeremy Lynn, like that was a big deal and then so. I’m like sort of more interested in that.
I think that would be like the biggest one. ‘Cause I feel like a lot of eth- other ethnic
groups like can get together and identify themselves, like when people ask them, but then
when Asian Americans come together I think it’s harder. And I think it’s also because it’s
such a big group of like Koreans, and Japanese, and, you know, these other. (Stephanie,
Women’s dialogue)
In this instance, Stephanie seemed to focus on her own experience within a racial group and did
not recognize that what she was describing—many different ethnicities lumped together within
one racial group—is true of all racial groups. This seems to be a lack of recognition that within
the racial classifications in the United States and beyond, there are people of many ethnicities
who make up these socially constructed groups. Furthermore, Stephanie seemed to fail to
recognize the similarities between racially marginalized groups in that such groups may be more
likely to maintain cultural ties to their ethnicity in ways that those classified as white often do not
(Ignatiev, 1995; Probyn-Rapsey, 2004). One of her critiques about the course material being
more surprising or new to the white students is one of many academic critiques of social justice
courses (Bowman, 2009; Martin 2014), though the student quotes above seem to indicate that
learning from IGD course material, particularly as it relates to critical thinking, cuts across
identity.
Stephanie took additional courses after IGD that also focused on inequality within the
U.S. and around the world and stated that she learned more about the systems of oppression in
those courses, yet she continued to gloss over the similarities between groups and engaged in a
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rugged individualism mentality, particularly as it relates to feminism and women’s rights.
it’s definitely different now ‘cause now I know how to articulate myself better with likeBut I wouldn’t disagreed - I felt I internally disagreed a lot in doing the dialogue. I didn’t
know why and I wasn’t sure how, but I think I would have said things like about- I’m
trying to remember what they specifically talked about. But I remember thinking how
they were very- almost like a feminist perspective and personally I don’t- not that I don’tI don’t think. I don’t know if it’s I agree or disagree, but I don’t really buy like,
contemporary feminist movements. Like I don’t really understand it and I feel like a lot
of it is just an excuse and- And I think there’s a reason why men get further than women
because of the way that men think and the way- And I feel like a lot of feminist women
it’s just kind of like, women complaining almost. (Stephanie, Women’s dialogue)
Stephanie discussed how she grew up a “tomboy” and stated, “I guess more against like the
whole feminism kind of talk, maybe because I think I enjoy like having guy friends more than
girl friends.” At the core, this perspective seems to indicate that Stephanie did not take the time
to delve more deeply to understand varying feminisms, whether that be merely the definitions or
entry-level texts that reveal the basic tenets of feminism. Her quote above further illustrates her
essentialized thinking, and even her participation in patriarchal thinking.
Stephanie had a hard time coming to terms with larger systems of inequality and though
there were some examples of where she had recognized differential treatment, she stated that she
generally did not pay much attention to how others treated her. In this way, Stephanie had a
complicated experience with both dialogue and in the world.
I think again because of the whole like it’s pretty recent women have rights and have
those like doors open for them that yes, they have to probably try harder than men to
reach certain goals or positions, but I also feel like that’s kind of like a human thing in
general that if you really want something then you should probably work to do- get what
you deserve. And if that means you have to try harder than the other person then, if that’s
something you really want, then you recognize that you need- that you’re willing to do
the extra work to prove that you want, that you want the same recognition. I think that’s
like the thing. And I don’t know if that necessarily is like gender only thing. I think that
applies to all like categories of people in general. But I think that race has a bit harder
because it’s kind of like, it’s easier for a white woman than like an African American
women, so maybe that’s why I think like race does have it harder than gender does. […]
I don’t think it should be- like I don’t think it’s fair. But thinking how like recent like all
those laws were made that it makes sense that we’re only recently bringing up all those

142
issues again. Like because you’re gonna make those laws and then people are going to
think, ‘oh now everything is gonna change?’ Then it’s gonna take people several years to
realize that like it’s not as big as impact at they want. They’re gonna have to make more
awareness and fight for it. And I think it’s, I mean it’s weird to compare it to this but it’s
like the idea of recycling? It’s hard to get people to recycle who have never recycled in
their life. To start that habit unless they really care passionately about it, but then if you
can get them to teach their kids to recycle then their kids will do. Then it would like go
down like it will pass down, but it’s not something that I don’t think is gonna happen
right away in this generation I guess. And I guess it is kind of hypocritical for me to
notice these things and not care? But then I really can’t bring myself to care. That’s the
problem. Like I just don’t actually feel like a drive to do something. (Stephanie,
Women’s dialogue)
Stephanie recognized that the system was not fair, though only did so after I agreed that people
from a marginalized group tend to have to work harder and asked her to clarify whether she
thought that was the way it should be and if it was fair for people to have to work harder based
on their identity. After that clarifying question, which admittedly was a leading question,
Stephanie indicated she did not think it was fair, though she believed because the laws around
equality were so new that a difference in effort was to be expected. She acknowledged the
tension present in her recognition that inequality existed, yet she chose to not engage or find a
way to care enough to do anything about that recognition.
Stephanie did indicate that she was opening-up more to learning about “the Asian
American identity”:
But once in a while I do get I guess like kind of motivated to think about like the Asian
American identity because I think that’s something that I can- I actually have like a valid
like investment in. Not valid, but like, I have an investment in and I can they care about
like, research and care about it personally more. Like of the things I would to choose
about, to choose to be driven by. […]
I don’t- and the whole like model minority thing I never thought about either, so things
like that. But it hasn’t interested me like long and like motivating me to actually do
anything. I just like think about it more. It doesn’t motivate me in the sense to like go and
research like old documents and articles that people have written. But I do—I do like… I
think it, so far, it has at least opened me to more like the literature stuff. ‘Cause I used to
like avoid it and I wouldn’t want to read it. But now I’m like, I’ve been more open to
reading it and I would like look up authors and stuff. But then research wise, I haven’t
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like thought about it that far yet. (Stephanie, Women’s dialogue)
In this way, Stephanie’s perspective becomes somewhat clearer. Stephanie could recognize at
times that a group she belonged to, where she could “care about it personally,” experienced
marginalization. In other spaces, she also recognized that the experience of Asians was diverse
due to varying ethnicities that are lumped together, even though she used “the” to describe the
experience of Asian Americans, as evidenced in one of the quotes above. Yet Stephanie stated
she was not invested enough to understand the nuances of the systems that upheld these
stereotypes or to learn what she might do to challenge them.
As the varying examples above illustrate, Stephanie had not yet fully acknowledged or
intellectually grappled with the interconnections of the System. In this way through the lens of
the Cycle of Liberation, Stephanie was straddled within pre-“waking up”, in “waking up,” and in
some cases was “getting ready,” though those moments seemed few and far between. It might be
useful to frame Stephanie’s narrative and contradictions within the frame of the Action
Continuum, both denying and ignoring the reality of sexism while simultaneously recognizing
some detrimental features of racism, yet without being motivated enough to go beyond that early
awareness. Provided this categorization, it makes sense that the idea of solidarity building did not
seem to have taken hold and Stephanie did not recognize the ways that all oppression is
connected (Lorde, 1984/2007): a concept that is generally embraced later in the Cycle of
Liberation, though certainly not always, as evidenced by many LGBTQ+ organizations that
historically have not challenged racial and gender inequality (Ring, 2020).
Though there are some examples within the next chapter where Stephanie recognized and
acted upon the behavior of others around her own identity, she generally distanced herself from
engaging in action around any recognition she may have about systemic oppression and seemed
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to wall herself off from recognition. Stephanie’s narrative is useful as it helps bring to light an
experience within IGD that is not often discussed—that of students who felt harmed in the
process. It also aids in recognizing how emotional reactions to material—or how that material
was engaged in the course—can lead to a student withdrawing from participation and
furthermore, may lead to their disengagement in subsequent texts and limited ability to remain
open-minded. It is quite likely that Stephanie wrote off the course material and facilitators’
expertise after her experience in class where the initial text and classroom discussion was
received as ones that minimized her own experience—her own narrative illustrates that
likelihood, “I just didn’t talk as much after that.”
Chapter Summary
This chapter has highlighted impactful outcomes for most of the participants, as well as
some limitations. Through IGD, several students who were interviewed increased their sense of
self-worth, sometimes in ways that led them to feeling a level of empowerment they did not
before and, for some, encouraged them to grapple with internalized oppression. These themes of
increased confidence and agency building were threads kept throughout various levels of
intrapersonal action and will be evident in later chapters as well.
Students also shifted how they made sense of various relationships and their expectations
of how others engage in those relationships. Some began to expect more of their close friends
and consciously (re)shaped their friendship circle, sometimes to be more reflective of systemic
inequalities and sometimes to be more meaningful in the context of their conversations.
Similarly, students became more mindful of how hegemonic norms are perpetuated in their daily
lives through the words and actions of others and how System expectations shape the lives of
themselves and others. Students worked toward maintaining their awareness of systemic
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injustice. Often ignited or intensified through their experiences in IGD, several students moved
toward making choices that were more behavioral in nature within their own lives, through
taking additional classes beyond IGD where they learned more about systemic inequalities.
These student narratives illustrate the various ways that intrapersonal action takes shape
in the lives of students after they completed an IGD course. The lines between cognitive,
affective, and behavioral outcomes are often blurry and cross over one another. As such, it
becomes clearer that actions that may not be readily observable to others are imperative prior to
and amidst the work with others toward systemic change. Though what happens within our own
frame of reference may not have a clear impact on the world around us, it is no less important in
the processes toward systemic change. In fact, before we can effectively engage in actions that
subvert the status quo in ways that are more recognizable to others, we must first subvert the
status quo in intrapersonal actions and change; these are necessary steps in the Cycle of
Liberation. Through empowering (un)learners (Cargle, 2021) to conceptualize themselves as
journeying through the Cycle of Liberation, including when action may not be readily visible to
others, we support them to continue in their desire and commitment to make the world more just
and to utilize and expand upon what they learn in IGD and similar learning endeavors.
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Interpersonal Action
I think yeah like the main thing I learned from dialogue was just be a lot more openminded and just really- really view myself, like how I impact society and it definitely
opened my eyes to doing- participating more on campus. Like the Trayvon Martin rally
and like just like other things that I attended before like. I don’t think I ever would have
even thought about going to a sex trafficking event if like I didn’t take the class and hear
about it and learn about it and stuff like that and just. Just really trying to educate myself,
like outside of class and try to keep up with current events and stuff like that. (Safiya,
Women & Gender dialogue)
In this chapter student narratives illustrate how participants of this dissertation research
engaged in interpersonal action. These actions include the ways students: utilize the processes of
intergroup dialogue as a foundation to difficult discussions; make decisions to engage with
friends and family around issues related to social justice; and their support of social equality with
the world around them becomes more observable, in and out of the non-IGD classroom. Such
actions are those that can be more readily recognized to persons outside of themselves, and thus
are framed as more interpersonal in nature. The actions covered in this chapter are those that
students are more likely to label as action, even when they may not recognize their intrapersonal
action detailed in the previous chapter as such. Several of the actions explored within this chapter
are still viewed by the participants as those that “never feels like enough,” as noted in Jina’s
quote in the last chapter (Vasques-Scalera, 1999) and overlap with students increased
participation in social justice action at CNYU, as Safiya shared in the quote above.
Provided the overlap and complicated ways that students engage in these actions, and that
most are “behavioral” in nature, the organization of this chapter, as well as the next, is framed by
the nature of participants’ actions and with whom these actions take place. The reader is also
likely to recognize overlaps with intrapersonal action that maintains a foundation for
interpersonal action. Many students talked about how they utilized the dialogic process with
family and friends, as well as in classrooms. In the follow-up conversations with some
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participants who I spoke with more than once, we delved a little deeper into their classroom
participation and what interactions they might have with friends around these issues.
In this chapter, I explore how students interrupt social norms by educating others using
social media and directly with family, friends, classmates, and colleagues. I unpack how IGD
influenced students’ decision making and choices regarding their future careers, as well as their
campus and community involvement. I wrap up the chapter by again focusing on one student to
further illustrate the non-binary, non-static nature of the Cycle of Liberation.
Interrupting Social Norms: Educating others
One of the components of the Cycle of Liberation in its interpersonal phase includes
working toward sharing what one has learned about systemic injustice, which is labeled as
“educating others.” Most of the participants in this project continued to engage in meaningful
conversations around issues of social justice after they finished taking IGD and several of them
did so with the intention to educate others (Alimo, 2012; Diaz & Perrault, 2010; Dessel et al.,
2013; Dessel et al., 2011; DeTurk, 2006; Ford & Lipkin, 2018b; Lopez-Humphreys & Araújo
Dawson, 2014).
Some academic circles problematize the concept of educating others, understandably
calling into critique and closer investigation the burden placed on BIPOC students to educate
their white peers (e.g., Blackwell, 2010; Dessel et al., 2011; Fox, 2001; Jones, 1999; Tatum
1997, 2019), as well as the various strategies that white students may employ to ignore or refute
what is often counter to their own perception (e.g., Applebaum, 2007, 2021; Berlak, 2004; Case
& Hemmings, 2005; Davis & Steyn, 2012; Fox, 2001; Hytten & Warren, 2003; Tatum,
1997/2003), often called distancing strategies or denial. Student narrative presented in the last
chapter speaks to the range of learning that can and does occur across identities in the IGD
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classroom and that students subsequently utilize in spaces beyond the IGD classroom: though as
with any course, such outcomes are not universal.
Safiya’s example below echoes some of the concerns of Black students being in the
position to educate others:
‘Cause I remember every week we’d come in and maybe like, you know, ‘did you notice
anything today?’ And like that was the thing, I would just be like, ‘okay, let me just be
with my friends,’ but I never really looked and saw how like the dynamics of, like I guess
how different races work with each other. So, I think that was what I did- and like learned
and just to try and educate others. Because, you know, like my roommates, I mean even
though they might be of a different ra- or the same race as me like. And think that they
knew everything like, what they say- comment it’s just like stereotypical, like I would
kinda address that and say like, ‘well, why would you say that.' Like 'not every race is
like,' like stuff like that.
Just becoming more comfortable voicing my opinion in that sense and just educating my
sisters, my friends, anyone I could, without trying to come off as, you know, Black Power
Panther like kind of thing. ‘Cause the moment you’re Black, and you say something likeand you try to address an issue, all of a sudden it’s- it just comes off- Ah, what’s the
word? Confrontational. And like, the last thing- I don’t want it ‘cause then it becomes‘cause then I think it takes away from the main point that you’re trying to convey. All of
a sudden, they just see like this Black girl is just like voicing her opinion and they won’t
feel comfortable saying a lot of stuff around you. Not because they don’t, not because
they don’t know what they’re saying is wrong, but because they just don’t want you to
voice your opinion because you sound like confrontational or annoying or if that makes
sense. (Safiya, Women’s dialogue)
Safiya’s narrative brings out two main points that are important to highlight. One, students were
primed in IGD to observe their everyday life and try to identify instances where inequality or
stereotyping played out—where people they were connected to or were in some kind of
relationship with may have said something that perpetuated the System, particularly at the
intersection(s) on which the IGD course they were involved in focused. In this way, students
who took up this invitation to expand their observations practiced this skill throughout the
semester and sometimes maintained this skill, as some examples in the last chapter illustrated.
Second, Safiya stated that she felt the need to engage with particular care in how she spoke up,
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so as not to uphold a stereotype of Black women—so as not to come across as “confrontational.”
In many ways, the unreasonable expectations for moderated tone that Safiya felt, and is a
common expectation that Black women and BIPOC share (hooks, 1995; Oluo, 2019b; Tatum,
2007), placed additional pressure and responsibility on Safiya to choose when and how to speak
up when she encountered injustice or experiences of bias or microaggressions (Solorzano et al.,
2000). This tension in deciding when to engage in issues came up several times for students,
which is a theme that continues below, particularly at the intersections of their more
marginalized identities and when in opposition to the privilege of anyone with whom they were
engaging, as noted in the prior chapter. This recognition of larger systems and their impact on
personal choices (Blackwell, 2010) is critical to keep in mind when considering the examples of
how students educated others around these issues. Amid the layers of difficulty in speaking up
and navigating how to speak up, several marginalized students continued to educate their friends
and family around issues of social justice and equity and expressed pride and empowerment in
their attempts (Dessel et al., 2011; Diaz & Perrault, 2010; Ford, 2018a; Gurin et al., 2013; Nagda
et al., 2011; Vasques-Scalera, 1999). And yet, such outcomes do not absolve IGD from continual
reshaping of IGD pedagogy to minimize harm, particularly among marginalized members. IGD
facilitators, staff, and faculty directors regularly engage in lively discussion, research, and
problem solving about these very issues (J. Cosantino, E. Davis, G. Lopez, & D. Swords,
personal communication, September 30, 2021).
In many of the conversations around student resistance to unlearning social injustice and
ignorance there is minimal discussion of an expectation that is present in IGD, that students
continue to unlearn. In IGD, and in the Cycle of Liberation, educating others is contingent upon
ongoing education of self, as well as recognition that none of us are beyond the System. This, of
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course, does not mean that all who take IGD will complete the course with this expectation
transferred as a guidepost. We all can challenge the System, even as we uphold and maintain
systemic injustice in ways we may or may not recognize (brown, 2021). However, that reality,
that we can and will do harm, does not absolve us from trying to change the System when and
where we have the opportunity to do so safely, particularly when we have privilege to do so
more safely (Adaway, 2021; hooks, 1995; Oluo, 2019a; Tatum, 2007).
Educating via Social Media
Several students spoke about how they tried to share their perspectives and contribute to a
social narrative that supported social justice through the use of social media. Darius shared how
he tries to stay engaged in daily conversations and uses social media as a form of social justice
action, whether through a comment or having others tag him to ask his perspective.
and just daily, you know you have all this social media outlets, daily conversations on
Twitter and stuff, always get engaged somehow. Whether I comment on something or
whether people engage me in it themselves, especially political things that’s going on
with the debates and all that stuff - you know, the presidential candidates or the president
himself - will try to throw their ideas out. You know we always throw our opinion on
there that we ought to talk about it. So always get engaged in that somehow. (Darius,
Race & Ethnicity dialogue)
In this way, Darius shared how he engaged with his friends beyond in person, as examples in the
last chapter illustrated, to take his conversations beyond his friendship base into forums with
potential for public visibility, such as Twitter. In this way, Darius asked to learn more about
other people’s perspectives and shared his own, in this case along the lines of political policies
and public impact, which was directly relevant to his major and current events at the time of the
interview. Darius also stated that he did not like the limitation in characters, “I hate that, because
I always have much more.” He recognized that the engagement on social media was not dialogic,
and still hoped that it expanded the possibility for engagement with larger issues his social
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circle—online and in person.
On the idea of social justice advocacy, Jason shared that he also used social media, as
well as music, to express his perspective to a larger audience.
I’m on Twitter and Facebook and things like that. But if I am, it’s really, I’m just putting
down thoughts that I feel like people should just sit down and look at it at some point. If
you’re reading cool, if not, whatever. And, you know, in terms of the music that I do,
like, I rap, sing, engineer, you know, in an actual studio, and produce as well. But, as far
as, what I choose to do with that, I’m very selective about my worries and it just reminds
me that I’m providing perspective, you know what I mean? Even though it’s artistically
done, it’s still providing perspective. And just to provide an accurate perspective on
whatever it is. Even if you’re wrong at that moment and you think that you’re right, it
still marks where you were at that time and why you like things a certain way. And the
humility to be able to say, ‘all right I looked at things that way because this, but upon
seeing this, this is what things are.’ (Jason, Race & Ethnicity dialogue)
Jason believed that he might help expand varying perspectives by sharing his and left room for
the possibility of such social media engagement as just being for his sake. Jason’s flexibility to
recognize room for change in his perspective, to embrace humility, shows a great deal of
collective care and willingness to admit being wrong. This approach is consistent with how he
stated he engaged in the world after taking IGD.
Jason spoke at more length about how he used music to share his perspectives beyond
himself and to encourage deeper knowledge of self.
I did a song called “Self,” it just was about, understanding yourself before really trying to
understand the world. And just, you know, getting a firm grip on who you are before…
before, you know, worrying about what anybody else thinks of you or is trying to say
about you, you know. And how that really can lead you, that, that’s what reallyessentially the broad message of the record is that what leads to freedom, that’s what
leads to not being caught up. I call them dead people. It’s like people who just want to do
part of the system, and run the cycle around until they have blinders on and just let me do
what I’m supposed to do, you know what I mean? It’s what stops you from you being
that. ‘Cause in being that that’s exactly what it is. You do the same things over and over
and the system it tells you if you keep doing things over and over, you’ll just be
comfortable. So, just to wake people up to actual- I just really, I try my best to, in
conversation, even in passing conversation, just, I wouldn’t want people to ditch their
dreams for their system, for the surface world. (Jason, Race & Ethnicity dialogue)
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In this way, Jason shared that getting to know oneself more, to cast off social expectations and to
really delve into the deep of introspection, was how he learned to not get “caught up” in “the
system,” as he says. He spoke about this knowledge of self as the path to freedom. The above
quote illustrates Jason’s awareness that it is possible to fall into the drudgery of following a
social script and that he believed getting to know yourself better outside of that script was what
aided his and other people’s path to fulfilling their dreams—underscoring a student-level
awareness that the work within the core of the Cycle of Liberation makes a difference in the
work through the Cycle. Jason’s focus on the necessity of such self-reflection and engaging in
that work also serves as a counternarrative to normative masculinity.
Whereas Jason and Darius were less specific about the content of their social media
posts, Emmery and Andrea provided some detail about the intersections of identities that
overlapped with content they shared and/or engaged with on social media. Emmery stated that
she would sometimes share posts and be surprised by who liked or commented on it.
But it’s definitely something that like I’ll, you know, as soon as I see the article on CNN,
I share it onto my Facebook page and- Or, you know, like just little things like following
the Human Rights Campaign on Twitter and re-tweeting something that they say and then
seeing, you know, which one’s of my friends then respond to that and it is mostly sort of
the small group that I’m very aware of the fact that I’ve had these discussions with them that I know that they care. But it’s always nice to kind of get the surprise of like someone
who I don’t really know that well like, you know, posting the Human Rights Campaign ‘I
support marriage equality’ and like three people I don’t really talk to that much are liking
it and commenting on it. So, it’s interesting to see things from that perspective. (Emmery,
Sexual Orientation dialogue)
Emmery took chances by posting some articles from more popular news and organization social
media pages and through this process gained a wider perspective of which of her connections
would support her, particularly as a member of the LGBTQ+ community. Again, this action
along the Cycle of Liberation was at an intersection where Emmery was marginalized in a
heteronormative society.
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After attending a campus event, Andrea engaged with a peer on Facebook regarding a
political cartoon they posted that juxtaposed a woman in a burka and niqaab with a white woman
with blonde hair in a bikini on a beach and thought bubbles of each looking upon the other
commenting on how the other is oppressed under patriarchy, published in the newspapers in New
Zealand (Evans, 2011). Andrea shared her recollection of some comments she left on her friend’s
post.
And the person was like, ‘oh like how dare they, like American society is so much, our
culture is so much better,’ like I’m not… I’m not like, he’s like, ‘I don’t want to
contribute to like Islamaphobia, but like this comparison is like completely not parallel,’
like blah, blah, blah.
And, well like I agree that like, it’s a more complicated, like parallel than like a bin(ary).
Like no, we don’t have it the same, of course. But there are like, internalized oppression
causes a lot of people to do things for complicated reasons that- And it’s the same way
that like racism is implicit, like no we’re not like shunning people. There’s no longer
signs that say like ‘no colored people’ and like, you know, ‘whites,’ like where they can
stand. But like it’s still present, like it’s still there.’
I don’t- I had to say something and I did. About how the picture, it’s not about comparing
it’s not about who’s better, it’s just about the idea that patriarchy is universal. And like to
separate an “us” and a “them” is a binary that you need to avoid. Because like we can’t
look at them as like this foreign other body that like we have nothing in common with.
Because we have quite a bit in common with them. And it’s not that we’re the same, but
it’s that we’re, we need to humanize them and it’s about humanizing this other culture.
And like I was like, it just felt good to actually say something. (Andrea, Women’s
dialogue)
In this way, Andrea tried to explain her pushback to her friend’s post. She seemed to recognize
that the image was problematic, that indeed there were differences between the depicted cultures,
and also that the image underscored the ways that patriarchy impacts women across the globe in
different ways. Andrea stated that she typically did not engage in such posts, but that after
attending an event on campus, she recognized that she needed to start engaging in race in ways
that challenged the status quo. Though the post was calling out the global impacts of patriarchy,
Andrea underscored the importance of pushing beyond a binary of “us” versus “them”. She
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recognized Islamaphobia as both an issue of religious marginalization and also the overlaps of
the ways that those who are Muslim had been further racialized post September 11, 2001. She
was growing in her recognition of her responsibility as a white woman to speak up about racial
inequality, including beyond a small circle of friends and family with whom such conversations
had become the norm. In the case of Andrea’s interaction in this post, she spoke of her attempts
to balance an acknowledgement of the varying cultural contexts while not casting anyone who
practices Islam as “other”; in such ways she worked toward an inclusive approach to recognizing
her privilege while educating her friends. Andrea’s fits and starts in her narrative and her
attempts at nuance, yet the ways she may missed critical perspectives that challenge the idea of
veiling as oppressive (Defibaugh & Krutzsch, 2017; Mahmood, 2008) further serves as an
example of the importance of ongoing learning amid speaking up and working to educate others;
there is no perfect and if we wait to speak up until we feel we can address every critique or
nuance, we will forever remain complicit in maintaining the System (brown, 2021; Tatum, 2007;
Taylor, 2018, 2020b).
Educating Family and Friends
Whereas some students discussed how they challenged their peers or put their thoughts
on equity out there on social media, others discussed how they engaged in-person with family
and friends. For several of the students interviewed, directly educating or challenging others inperson, or finding ways to be clear about their views, was more difficult with close friends or
family (Ford & Lipkin, 2018b).
Jina mentioned the difficulty of educating her parents on many social justice issues as
wrapped up in her parents’ culture and religion, “And my dad is definitely ab- all for my sister
and I working and everything, but he still holds certain conservative beliefs. Which are not
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surprising for him being a minister and everything." I asked Jina if she felt she was able to
disagree with her dad, to which she remarked, “There’s no way.” In this case, Jina’s location as
the daughter of a preacher overlapped with her background as a child of Korean parents and
curbed her willingness to challenge her parents on these issues, particularly her father.
The following excerpt from the dyad interview with Mollie and Margaux unpacks the
complexity of challenging those we love.
Mollie: Yeah, it’s true though it’s hard to broach that subject with people who, I mean if
it’s your friend. I don’t know if it’s easier or harder if you know the person on a more
personal level. Rather than just some stranger like, ‘hey that bothers me.’ Cause I’ve been
in a cafeteria line and whatever and people saying offensive things that you just want to
like rip their head off. But you don’t know if they’re gonna turn on you if you say
something and you don’t want to embarrass the person. ‘You offended me accidentally
and I don’t think you tried to did you? Were you trying to be offensive?’
Margaux: No. I think personally for me it’s easier with people I don’t know very well. I
don’t know why. […] Or with someone who you’re just an acquaintance with or don’t
have a really- like ‘cause you could hurt really like strong relationships by being
confrontational. Yeah, absolutely (like family). Like I won’t pick fights with my mom,
and I will say whatever I want to my dad. Because like I don’t have a very good
relationship with him, so if he says something like that offends me, I’ll like go off on
him. And it’s fine. And with my mom I’m just tiptoeing around like, ‘maybe, don’t be
mad forever?’ Cause I care. Like I care if they’re mad at me forever. (Focus group:
Mollie, Sexual Orientation dialogue & Margaux, Gender dialogue)
From Margaux’s perspective, the deciding factor of when to speak up was aligned with a fear of
loss or substantial change of an important relationship. Molly and Margaux agreed that it was
easier to speak up when a stranger or acquaintance said something that bothered them. They felt
it was more difficult to speak up when it was someone with whom they were closer. Margaux’s
example of the difference between her interaction with her dad or her mom is instructive in not
drawing an arbitrary line between friends and family and others when considering comfort level
of educating or challenging others. It is clear, however, that comfort plays a role in who many of
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the students chose to challenge, which may overlap with the attachment style 25 of that
relationship (Bresnahan, 2008; Miles & Mallinckrodt, 2017).
Several students spoke about the difficulty of discussing social justice issues with their
family. Despite the possible discomfort associated with and experienced while having these
conversations, eight students spoke clearly about the value of doing so with close family
members and shared their examples of how they tried to educate their family about social justice
issues in ways they had not prior to taking IGD (Bissonnette & Malaney, 2018; Dessel et al.,
2013; Dessel et al., 2011; DeTurk, 2006; Ford & Lipkin, 2018b; Vasques-Scalera, 1999).
Inez shared a conversation she had with her father about her boyfriend, who was Black.
Her father’s perceptions of perceived status in society interfered with Inez’s needs to have her
relationship accepted and celebrated.
My father was really against me being with my boyfriend, for example, but- because of
his race, he, my dad, actually saw it as going a step backward. He was like, 'if you end up
marrying this guy you know that you’ll always be in like a lower class. Like people will
see you guys differently.'
And I was like, ‘okay first of all I just started going out with him,' <laughs> at the time
when he told me this. 'And second of all,' and- so like 'you don’t have to worry about
marriage just yet jeez. Second of all how about you and mom? Like that’s not fair.’ He’s
like, ‘that’s different. I went up.’ I was like, ‘wow!’
‘Cause so he really consciously considered it before he had gotten married. That like, 'do
I really want to marry this woman because of our race difference?' For him, yes, he did.
And for my- you know, it was okay, it passed the test.
He recognized that in this society ‘cause like, you know, Chinese people are proud of
who they are, from what I’ve seen- I mean I think everyone is proud for who they are or
what they are. But in this society he knows that like the lighter the better, you know.
<laughs> So, that was what he said, and I was like, ‘Really dad?’ <laughs>
And he was like he’s like, ‘I don’t want to- I’m not being racist.' He’s like, 'this is just a
fact of our society. If you’re associated with Black people, you’re going to be associated
Discussing the role of attachment styles, or defining the field is beyond the scope of this project. This is an area
that may prove to be an interesting overlap between psychology, social work, and IGD research, particularly at the
nexus of trauma-informed care. To date, research on IGD that incorporates attachment styles is limited.
25
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with everything that is associated with Black people.’ <laughs>
[…] He was like, ‘if you make this a reality, like maybe you won’t get married to this
guy, but you find another person who’s darker, like, you know, like. You find a person
who’s like Hispanic and dark-skinned or something, […] people will categorize you with
them.’ And I was like, ‘that’s a little- like awful to say.’ (Inez, Women’s dialogue)
Inez spoke about this initial conversation with her father and her recognition of how her father
understood the larger social system. Instead of him rejecting the System, her father defended his
interracial marriage choice as ‘marrying up’ and tried to influence Inez to break up with her
boyfriend because he was Black. Her father perceived such a relationship as detrimental to her
social standing. Inez was able to speak back some, yet generally did not know how to push back
in a way that might be helpful and still be respectful in ways that were expected with her father.
Her laughter in this segment seemed to be one of dismay or discomfort.
Inez mentioned another example regarding the lack of acceptance of her boyfriend, where
one of her sisters was dating a white man from a higher social standing and her father
immediately said, “keep him.” Additionally, after Inez dated her boyfriend for two years, her
father rejected the opportunity to meet him when in person together; “he just pretended he didn’t
see him.” Inez struggled with how to talk about this tension with her father. I asked if she spoke
with her father about his refusal to acknowledge her boyfriend and Inez shifted the reasoning to
her father being upset by finding out she was on birth control and having sex. This move to
rationalize her father’s rejection to one grounded more in patriarchy than in anti-Blackness
speaks to her likely desire to remain in relationship with her father and to defend his perspective,
despite her recognition of the problematic nature of his beliefs around both patriarchy and antiBlackness. Yet Inez signaled that she was hurt by her father’s ongoing rejection of her
relationship and clearly understood it as based on race.
So, but, you know, I’m not gonna like break-up with somebody or change my lifestyle
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because it’s gonna make my parents more comfortable. Like I said. I put the backpack
(her family history and baggage) on the seat next to me, you know, so I respect it, take
care of them, they’re my parents. I love them, I ask them for advice all the time, but this
is one thing where I know he’s wrong. Like for me, I know it's wrong. Like if I were to,
like if we end up being in a relationship that goes far enough where we can get married
like, of course I would marry him. Because we have been, we have so many experiences
together and it’s been so positive for like. I mean he’s one of my best friends right now
like so why wouldn’t I? Because why would I want to just marry somebody because we
would look better together? (Inez, Women’s dialogue)
In these ways, Inez tried to balance the tension between maintaining her relationship with her
father and leaning into her independence and awareness of larger social systems in ways that
may not make sense to her father. She referred to the “backpack” that was included in her
(auto)biography, a recognition that she still carries the hxstory of her family and social scripts
with her, but that they are not her own and she is on a new journey. This example highlights the
tensions some of the interviewed students had when making sense of their level of responsibility,
their family expectations, and where their actions unfold.
Micaela’s experience also seemed to capture some of the difficulty of talking with family
about social justice issues (Ford & Lipkin, 2018b).
I’ve had instances, even my own family. My uncle was playing devil’s advocate, so he
said, ‘Why’s this keep coming up?’ But he said, ‘the superiority of one sexual orientation
to another.’ And he’s like - and he’s a doctor, he’s very smart. One of the smartest people
I know. And, ‘how can one not be superior?’ Like one- ‘cause people do the natural
argument. They say that it’s natural, like, even though that’s not. But for some reason the
childbearing thing has people thinking it’s the only natural way to go.
And I’m like, ‘first of all even if that’s true, we’re a much more evolved species.’ Like I
didn’t, <laughs> I don’t know. It was very difficult. Even being able to advocate for it to
strangers, for some reason having it stare in the face for me with my uncle, who is
basically the closest thing I have to a father figure, I just started bawling. It was so hard.
And then later he came to me and he’s like, you know, ‘I was just trying to make sure
you can argue your point. And now that I understand that sexual orientation doesn’t have
to do with just sex, yes, I do agree that, that one love is not superior to another and that’s
what that’s about,’ and all that stuff. And so, he showed me that he did get what I was
trying to say. But like, I’m definitely not always as strong as I’d like to be, in that kind of
thing, especially with like your family, just hits home. (Micaela, Sexual Orientation
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dialogue)
Micaela struggled with her closeness to her uncle, who she viewed as more of a father-figure,
and his pushback to equal rights for LGBTQ+. For her, she seemed to indicate that the emotion
around these issues in conversations with family make it more difficult to communicate her
thoughts—that these conversations among family “just hits home.” She expanded on that
concept a little, saying, “Because you automatically think, ‘why, do you think that?’ It’s much
more touchy and much more personal. But also because of that, that much more necessary for
them to understand.” To echo an earlier point, the emotions around students’ security within
relationship to those they were close with, including family, seemed to influence their comfort
and reactions to when and how they spoke up about systemic issues of oppression.
Not all students found it difficult to talk with their family about social justice issues or to
find inroads to share what they learned. After taking IGD, Danielle, who also worked at the
LGBTQ+ Center at CNYU, took the opportunity to do a “shortened version” of ally development
training with her family while on a car ride.
It was funny. On our way to Black Friday shopping in the car at 2:30 in the morning my
sister asked <laughs> about trans-identities, so we had a whole conversation in the car.
So, they kind of were forced to stay in that little bubble <we laugh> for a little bit. But I
think it’s been good because I think going off that a little bit, the dialogue skills I’ve also
learned through doing the classes has been really helpful. Because my family likes to
argue a lot, especially around hot topics like this back home. (Danielle, Sexual
Orientation dialogue and Race & Ethnicity dialogue)
The skills she gained from having taken dialogue classes and her increased confidence in her
identity enabled Danielle to communicate effectively with her family around “hot topics.” In a
more concrete example, Danielle discussed the impact her discussions with her family had on
others outside their family.
And there’s actually one point where my dad, when he didn’t realize that calling
somebody a fag was bad. And I explained to him why. He thought it was like a term of
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endearment if somebody was gay to say that. Cause he thought that showed you’re more
accepting. And then he admitted that when he was in high school that he said it in a
derogatory sense. But he actually, for his high school reunion, apologized to the guy that
he called that. <laughs> Which actually meant a lot to me. And I don’t know if he, I
mean I told him that it meant a lot to me. But he’s like, ‘yeah we were joking around and
drinking beers and I told him, like, “hey sorry if I ever like offended you in high school.”
That kind of meant a lot. Even though my brother says it chilling around the house
playing video games. But the fact that my dad actually apologized to somebody that he
may have had an impact on kind of made me feel good about it. (Danielle, Sexual
Orientation dialogue and Race & Ethnicity dialogue)
Not only was Danielle brave enough to talk with her family about issues that mattered to her and
share what she learned, but her father was receptive and admitted his mistakes of the past and
sought to correct them. The possible ripple effect of the impact of IGD is evident in this
example, as well as the limitations in that not all will immediately alter their behavior, as
evidenced by her brother’s continued language choices.
During our interview, Safiya shared how she tried to share with her sisters what she
learned about the systemic nature of racism.
I think the biggest thing that I learned in the class was that people who are minorities
cannot be racist. Especially towards people who are, I guess, the privileged group. ‘Cause
I remember there was a story where this girl said she was being made fun of by a group
of Black girls and, you know. She basically was like, ‘they’re being racist toward me,’
and I’ve had I’ve heard so many Caucasian people say like, ‘oh they are being racist
towards me,’ or they, you know, and I would just accept it like, ‘oh yeah, well,
technically that is racist.’
But I never knew that actually, because we’re the target group, you’re, you can’t be racist
towards the people of privilege, people who have privilege. And that really resonated
with me. Because even to this day my sisters will say that too, and I’d be like, ‘you can’t.
It’s not possible,’ because of that. (Safiya, Women’s dialogue)
This ongoing conversation with her sisters illustrates how learning about the larger systemic
structures can be liberating for students in IGD, including racially marginalized students. Safiya
felt that she could speak up and push back on the use of the word ‘racist’ and add more
contextualization so that perhaps her sisters might also gain a broader systemic understanding.
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Abby shared how she tried to challenge her older brother on his complacency regarding
perpetuating racial stereotypes.
Usually I’m the one who brings it up, it’s not really things that he tends to think about
very much. But like lately I went home a couple weekends ago and we had like a rare
chance of catching up. […] And we were talking about… His friend, his friend Sean kind
of brought up that–like the concept of race jokes and are they okay. And he kind aside as,
“well you know I don’t really, you know it’s something that exists whether or not I say it
or not and I don’t really, I think, the race is kind of silly as it shouldn’t exist. And I think
it’s okay if I make fun of it and keep saying things like that.”
[…] No one was calling him out on that, and I certainly felt the need to call him out on
that. So, I think I kind of brought it more into a critical lens. And we kind of talked more
about whiteness I guess and I kind of brought up–that’s just–‘you’re being incredibly
passive by doing that’ and ‘why not’–like you said, ‘have activism in your everyday
speak and not–and rise above that and not use that as it does- just like further stereotypes’
or whatever. And (he) just kind of makes fun of an issue that certainly isn’t funny at all.
(Abby, Race & Ethnicity dialogue)
It is unknown what the impact this conversation may have had on her brother or any other
conversations she states that she had with him. Abby stated her family generally did not discuss
such larger issues, so examples of such conversations with her brother were notable and illustrate
the importance of the issues to her and how she utilized her increased comfort with confrontation
to challenge racism within her family unit. The fitful nature of her retelling of the interaction
underscores the emotional difficulty of these conversations for her—of breaking the social
contract to question and unseat Whiteness. It is notable that IGD provides practice spaces for
students to get more comfortable engaging in these conversations.
Students also attempted to educate their friends about social justice issues. The following
examples illustrate students’ increased comfort with conflict with people beyond the IGD
classroom (Diaz & Perrault, 2010; Vasques-Scalera, 1999) and their capacity for educating their
friends around issues of social justice (Dessel et al., 2013; Dessel et al., 2011; DeTurk, 2006;
Ford & Lipkin, 2018b; Vasques-Scalera, 1999).
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Margaux found it easier to try to educate or interrupt what she perceived as problematic
when the stakes in relationships were lower, as evidenced by the narrative toward the beginning
of this section. During our initial conversation, Margaux shared an exchange with one of her
classmates with whom she went on a date.
But he used those kind of words and he wants to be a teacher. And I was like, ‘absolutely
not.’ He referred to things as ‘gay’ and I said, ‘that’s not going to happen around me and
if you want to be teacher and not be fired, that’s not gonna happen anywhere else. Like
you need to change the way you speak.’ And he’s like, ‘oh, like, are you gonna really be
like this?’ And I was like, ‘absolutely.’ Like ‘drive me home if this is the way you’re
gonna be.’ Cause I don’t want to be around something like that and he actually, like he
changed. He stopped using those words, so I’m happy about that. He even said like things
like, ‘no homo.’ And I’m like, ‘you’re not that kid. You’re not the kid that says that. Just
decide that now cause otherwise, like, this isn’t gonna work.’ And he did. Like he
changed, so like ‘cool.’ (Margaux, Gender dialogue)
Margaux made it clear to her date that she would not tolerate or be associated with anyone who
was not mindful of their language, particularly around language that demeans entire populations,
in this example directly related to LGBTQ+ groups. She stated that this approach was successful
in this case; they were still dating two and a half months later when we met for the dyad
interview. When reflecting on how she felt about these sorts of choices prior to taking IGD, she
stated:
I might of not have said anything before, especially with someone I had just met. I was
more adamant about it after the fact I think, which is cool. I don’t think I would have
been so abrupt, just because I wasn’t as sure of myself either- that I could make those
kinds of judgments and say how I really feel about those kinds of things. (Margaux,
Gender dialogue)
In this way, Margaux harnessed the experience and knowledge that she gained through IGD and
applied it to her daily living in ways that reinforced her newfound confidence and agency, which
enabled her to advocate for social justice issues in situations where she may not have before,
including in instances where she was privileged, such as with LGBTQ+ issues.
Early on in our first meeting together, when talking about how Inez put her learning into
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action, she shared how she reacted to another student during a study abroad program when this
student asked about her race.
One time, I was actually studying abroad last semester and a girl just came up to me and
she was like- I hadn’t talked to her the whole trip. We were on a trip for five days and she
was like, ‘what race are you?’ And I was like, ‘you could ask me my name first.’ And she
was like, ‘I’m sorry. My name is so and so.’ And then I introduced myself and then I told
her. […] I think if I had (been) approached before the dialogue, I would have totally just
blown it off and just be like, ‘oh, I’m this and this.’ And that’s all. But, I felt like
afterwards, I had a responsibility to call her out on it. Like the dialogue gave me this
really big sense of like, ‘if you don’t do something about racism and sexism and
oppression, nobody will.’ So, I just felt the need to call her out on it. (Inez, Women’s
dialogue)
Inez provided this example while talking about how she felt more empowered and self-aware,
outcomes that were discussed in more depth in the previous chapter. Inez believed that she would
have reacted differently to the exchange prior to taking IGD and may have been likely to just
answer the question. She added that after taking IGD, she felt “a responsibility” to interrupt the
cycle of oppression and “do something.” This example shows how Inez was able to voice her
disapproval of the question and keep the lines of communication open, as well as her ability to
utilize a teachable moment with her peer.
In another example that Inez provided, she talked about how she engaged with a friend of
hers who she perceived as being rude to people who asked for money from those passing by
outside shops down the road from CNYU.
even like something as basic okay you know there’s people on the street over here that
sometimes ask for change or a cigarette or something. Like I have friends who will like
make faces at ‘em when they (go) by like, ‘oh God gross,’ you know.
And one time that happened with this person that I had just met from class and we just
eaten diner and I had like a take home. And my friend did that. And I was like, ‘excuse
me sir, do you want my sandwich? I don’t have change ‘cause I don’t carry cash, but do
you want this?’ And the guy was like, ‘oh thank you so much,’ blah, blah, blah like, ‘I
really appreciate it.’ And then, he’s like, ‘you sure you don’t want to eat this?’ And I’m
like, ‘no, no just take it I already had dinner.’
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And my friend was like, ‘why would you do that?’ And I was like, ‘because you were a
jerk.’ <laughs> Like ‘how could you be so? He’s just a person, like leave him alone.’
(Inez, Women’s dialogue)
In this example, Inez gave away her leftovers from a restaurant partly to prove a point to her new
friend, who she viewed as being disrespectful to someone who was asking for help. Much like
with Margaux, in this case Inez set the tone in the friendship early. We did not talk more about
this friend, though the point of comfort is underscored here as well—there was less to lose in the
early stages of this connection and Inez made a point to be clear about her expectations and
utilized the situation as a teachable moment.
In the previous chapter there were examples of how some students shifted their friendship
circle after taking IGD, partly having to do with a desire to have deeper friendships and partly to
be among peers who could discuss social justice topics. Similarly, Nerisa provided a few
examples of how she shifted her friendship circle based on the actions of her friends around
social justice issues.
one of my white friends, one day we were in class, and she said that she didn’t think that
African Americans could talk as well as she could. Or she said something of that nature.
And I took to her the side, and I was like, ‘what do you mean?’
She’s like, ‘yeah every time an African American or someone of Color talks in class, they
sound dumb,’ or something like that.
And I was like, ‘how dare you? That’s just so disrespectful. Like first of all, not everyone
needs to talk in these long elaborate, with these long words and se- ‘cause half the time
you end up sounding crazy ‘cause you don’t even know what you’re saying.’ And then, I
was offended so I, I was lashing out.
And she was like, ‘no. Well, I don’t care. It’s the truth. Every time I’ve been in class,
blah, blah, blah.’
And I was like, ‘Uuup, there goes a friendship.’ <laughs> I can’t ‘cause, you know,
there’s so much I can do. I can’t change you. I can’t change your ideas; I can’t change
how you think. But I ju- I can choose not to be your friend. (Nerisa, Race & Ethnicity
dialogue)
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In this instance, Nerisa tried to talk with her friend who was white and be honest about the
impact of their words. However, her honesty was not openly received, which resulted in Nerisa
prioritizing her integrity and she ended the friendship. There were instances and examples,
including with other white peers, where Nerisa challenged friends’ language and/or actions and
felt heard.
Nerisa chose at times to end friendships based on what people did or said when her
friends’ behavior was “the most dramatic.” Nerisa shared another example where she ended her
friendships to maintain her integrity around important issues, in this case where she challenged
her friends’ willingness to be disrespected to fit in with a wider PHWI campus structure.
even some of my Black friends like, they wanted to get into white fraternities and there
was this one time where I went in the fraternity but, the fraternities that they don’t want
to let us in. We were a group of people of Color. And I’m not saying that this was a hate
crime and I’m not saying that this, you know, racist, but what I’m saying is that I didn’t
like it and I just left.
And I was offended, but they peed on them. They didn’t pee on me, but yes outside of the
window they peed on my friends. And some of them still went inside and I was like, ‘oh
no. I don’t respect you, like at all.’ Like I would be frustrated. No, I would fight
somebody <laughs> like if you peed on me. That’s crazy. And maybe they didn’t- And
then later on my friend comes, she was like, ‘they didn’t know what they were doing.’
(If) they apologized to me, like, ‘oh we peed on you sorry.’ No, that’s not the case. The
case is that you looked outside the window, you saw a group of- of people of Color and
you peed on us. I don’t care what you see, what you, there was no reason for you to pee
out the window. And they’re like, ‘oh we were drunk blah, blah, blah.’
‘No, you peed out the window on a group of Colored people, people of Color, like no,
no.’
Yeah, so I don’t respect them either because no matter what, they don’t see that- they
don’t see that they’re playing into their- I don’t know how to explain it, but I see it as a
game. And I say that there’s some and I’m gonna say it, some people of Color want to be
in with the whites. And some of those friends that want to be in with the whites. That’s
fine. You can have as many- I have white friends that’s not what I’m saying. But when
they do things like pee on you, you got to have more respect for yourself than just want
to be with the in-crowd, you know what I mean? (Nerisa, Race & Ethnicity dialogue)

166
Nerisa unpacked her reaction to what she perceived as her friends’ willingness to be disrespected
as an entry-fee to the fraternity party they were trying to attend. She hesitated to label the
behavior of the (predominately white) partygoers inside the fraternity as a hate crime or even as
racist, yet noted that the group who were peed on were all students of Color who were initially
refused entry to a party at a predominately white fraternity. Nerisa maintained her boundaries
and utilized her confidence to remove herself from a situation she found disrespectful, and
subsequently ended her friendships with those who tolerated such disrespect.
In this way, students’ willingness to challenge their friends’ actions and language seems
to be influenced by their comfort within said friendships, where understandably “the most
dramatic” behaviors or speech combined with a lack of openness to repair (brown, 2021) are
required to end friendships with those with whom they may have a deeper foundation. Further
underscoring the level of discomfort required to challenge friends’ language and behavior, recall
Chris’s example in the last chapter where his friend repeatedly introduced him as “my gay
friend.” Chris maintained this friendship, even though this introduction (understandably)
bothered him. He did not think it would be helpful to talk with the friend about it, so up to the
time we met, he had not addressed it directly.
Returning to Nerisa, she also enlisted her friends to join her in becoming more educated
on LGBTQ+ issues. She spoke about her observations of how LGBTQ+ students in her high
school were treated and that she wanted to learn more about issues her LGBTQ+ friends faced.
Between when she took IGD and when we spoke, she took three courses within the LGBTQ+
minor and considered herself to be an active LGBTQ+ ally.
I wanted to learn about it, and I learned about it. And I even stopped by (the LGBTQ+)
office ‘cause I was interested in it. I would attend their lectures and their events. […] so, I
just, any little event that they had and things I tried to also tell my friends, you know,
‘come let’s support them. Because even though we’re straight, that doesn’t mean that it
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doesn’t affect us. You know, we’re all a community and I think we should stick together.’
(Nerisa, Race & Ethnicity dialogue)
Her statement regarding “we’re all a community” in the block narrative above highlights tenets
taught in dialogue: solidarity building is necessary to end systemic oppression. In addition to the
example above, Nerisa also attended a series of drag shows on campus to support a co-worker
who was performing. The events that Nerisa chose to attend and support, including several of the
“African American things happening and Latino” events on campus, and her attempts to include
at least some of her friend group, illustrate that Nerisa put her belief in solidarity into practice.
Educating Others in the Context of Courses
Several students applied their skills from dialogue to engage people beyond personal and
long-term relationships, including in classrooms (Diaz & Perrault, 2010). Many of the students’
examples around this theme directly related to an intersection of their identity that was
marginalized, versus educating others from a position of privilege. At the same time, many of the
students talked about these exchanges with pride in their confidence, delivery, and decision to
speak out, further underscoring the ways that their increased agency fueled their ongoing
interactions and bolstered their sense of self.
The application of dialogic communication is evident in Nerisa’s narrative below where
she describes an exchange with a classmate in one of her mass communications courses.
I took a dialogue on race, but it’s also other topics like weight. And a perfect example is
when I was in class and we were talking about our topics because, in (mass
communications writing) classes you get the topic for the whole semester. And that’s
what you have to write on, you know, different stories, but on that same topic.
And there was this one girl, she was Caucasian, and she was like, ‘oh, I’m gonna write
about weight and going to fat camp’ and, you know, all of these things. And, I don’t
consider myself a skinny girl, I mean, you know, I’m a little <laughs> I’m a little thick.
So, when she said that I was like, ‘oh cool,’ you know.
And then when you share your idea, it’s so that the people around you--and it’s a class of
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like 10 or 15--so, it’s- and we sit at a table like this <motioning to the heavy wooden
table that is approximately eight by three feet where we sat across from one another>, a
little longer, and it’s like a magazine stand, you know. You share and you talk about your
topic and you expect other people to give you feedback. So, like, that’s what she was
doing. She was giving her topic, but she just wanted ideas.
So, I’m like, ‘oh cool, you know, I know a lot about weight and stuff like that. I’ve
struggled with weight all my life.’ But then she goes into talking about TV shows and
how they are a motivation for people that are overweight to get up and move and things
like that, which I found a little offensive. Because I find those shows offensive, you
know. They show people who are obese then - not obese, but just a litt- chunkier than the
regular-size person, if that’s what you want to say - and say that’s why they don’t have no
friends, they eat a lot, they never get a date, they- You know, all these things, and all
these negative connotations that I find offensive.
So I was like, I raised my hand and I was like, ‘maybe you need to talk about how that’s
offensive to people.’ And I told her, ‘cause I’m thick, but I love myself. I’ve had
boyfriends. I’ve gone on dates. I have a lot of friends, you know. It’s just a negative thing
that upsets me.’ And I really was like passionate about it.
And the teacher at the end of the class said to me, ‘Nerisa, you know what, I love that you
spoke out on it. And, you know what, I want to invite you to this body symposium that
we have annually. And I want you to talk about yourself because you are one of the
students who have spoken against this, and I really admire you for that.’
And I was taken aback, and I was like, I thought I was just, you know, talking. But
because of this dialogue course I was able to- not argue with her, but I was able to defend
what I feel is passionate to me and tell her, you know, ‘sometimes the things that you
say- you need to watch what you say, or maybe think about’ (it). ‘Cause she basically
said that how fat camp is good and how you need to watch these shows so that you can
go out and work out and be skinny. <laughs> You know, what I mean? And I was just
like, ‘no that’s not the case at all, you know? I’m healthy, I go to the doctor all the time
and they say, ‘yeah, you’re healthy.’ I work out, I eat healthy. It’s just, I’m made
differently.’ And so that’s a way that dialogue really helped me <exhales loudly> stand
up for what I believe and why I believe what I believe. And educate these other people.
‘Cause even at the end of the class, she ended up basically talking about what I talked
about. ‘Cause she ended up- people, she ended up finding people who relate to how I
relate to these shows whether it’s a fat camp or it’s all these negative connotations about
fat people. (Nerisa, Race & Ethnicity dialogue)
Nerisa’s example, situated in her experience as a Dominican woman who embraces that she is
“thick,” shows how students from varying marginalized identities who took IGD may participate
in other courses in ways that challenge their peers to consider perspective that may differ from
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their own. As such, the social justice thread and pedagogical approach of IGD is infused into
other classes at CNYU when IGD students decide to speak up for their passions, experiences,
and their identities. In this example, Nerisa’s participation was applauded by her professor and
Nerisa was subsequently a panelist for an on-campus event on body image, further applying her
IGD skills and giving back to the campus and the surrounding CNYU community.
Inez provided an example of how she applied her learning of IGD and shared her
recollection of a conversation she had with a classmate while abroad in China.
And we did the class book, which is like a yearbook for our class, and it’s used for a
brochure for other kids who want to go to Beijing. And this same student that I told you
about earlier who, was like, ‘I don’t want anything to do with that conversation about
racism.’ Like, ‘nobody wants to hear from a tall white guy about race, about like what I
think about racism.’
He- we were working on his piece copy editing his piece that he had written. We all
wrote a reflection piece and I read it and I was like I looked at him and I was like, ‘this
isn’t just ethnocentric,’ I was like, ‘this is racist, you can’t write this. I won’t let you.’
And he was like, ‘what are you talking about?’
I was like, like- it was- he’s a communications major, so he’s into magazine journalism.
So, he knows how to write for like a journal. He knows how to write to catch people’s
attention. He knows how to write that very, with a lot of imagery, you know. But what he
was saying was so National Geographic cheesy, like, ‘When I think of China, I think of
the woman with like,’ he was using like Chinese terms, so he would say like, ‘the
grandmother was like- the child strapped onto her back as she like pulls like rice from the
pad- like the fields or something.’ He would say, ‘I’m thinking of the service person
who’s sweeping up the floor.’ It’s like, ‘come to China and like learn about the real
people,’ like kind of like just like cheesy like. Mm, like ‘adopt a baby’ like, you know,
<laughs> ‘save them from this awful place.’
And I was like, ‘you can’t tell me that you’re going to write this, after all you’ve been
through, and to put into a brochure, that’s for other people to come.’ Because ‘People are
coming to China with these stereotypes,’ I said. And I said, ‘you want to reflect that you
learned something new. I know what you’re trying to say. I know you want to write
something nicely, but you’re not…’ Like I was like, ‘you don’t have to impress anybody.
This is just for us and for people who want to go to China later.’
And so I worked with him personally to try and tone it down and in the end I think it like,
it helped a lot. Because I just felt so uncomfortable to think that like somebody could like
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talk about- after spending so much time it was as if he had never come, you know? It was
as if he never learned anything.
And interg- if I hadn’t been in the intergroup dialogue where like, which we talked a lot
about like taking action when you can. Like that was a moment I really could because we
were both copy editing a book and I was like, I looked at him and I was like, ‘I can’t- I
can’t let you publish this. I’m sorry. Like it’s just not appropriate.’
So, that was like, I feel like I had the tools there, like the mental tools whatever, the
speaking skills to tell him why I thought it was inappropriate. Had I not taken the course,
maybe I would have been more like, rough about it like, <faster> ‘no you just can’t
publish this.’ And, ‘write something new.’ <regular> But I knew that the reason he had
written, like that like I knew a little bit about his background, and I knew a little bit about
the school he was in. And what he was trying to get at. (Inez, Women’s dialogue)
As intersectional identities are always present, Inez simultaneously engaged in this exchange
with situated knowledge as a daughter of a Chinese immigrant father and as an Asian American
woman challenging the racist notions of a white man. Inez credited the dialogic communication
skills she learned in IGD as a guide for her interaction with this classmate. She utilized her
knowledge of the background of the person she was speaking to, tailored her approach, and
infused common ground via their shared abroad experience to guide the tone of the conversation;
in this case her approach and skill had the intended outcome.
Inez also stated this peer wrote for the campus newspaper and that though she wanted to
do something about what she perceived to be similarly insensitive writing of his in the
newspaper, she did not believe that a letter to the editor would make a difference.
He was the Beijing columnist for the (newspaper) a correspondent whatever for (them).
And me and my friends, especially the Asian American ones when we would sit around
and read his column online, we were like insulted by what he was writing. Like
everything was sub-standard in China, you know, like that’s the kind of image you got.
And I wanted to write a letter to the (newspaper), but I just didn’t know how to do it.
Because (it) is not really like, ah, I fe- like it’s a school publication yeah, but nobody
really cares about it and, you know. They’re all friends, they’re not gonna take a letter
from us and take it seriously, they’re just gonna be okay whatever, you know. So, I didn’t
do it, which I regret to some extent, but at the same time what could it have done, is what
I think about? I feel like the most I actually did was just to like tell him not to publish that
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last thing.
But, yeah, I mean it’s interesting ‘cause like intergroup dialogue does give you a lot oftells you like how to stop a cycle of oppression and like start the Cycle of Liberation. But
sometimes like you really, you can’t- you feel like you can’t start the Cycle of Liberation.
You feel like it’s just not the right time to do it, even though you really want to, you
really want to just like give a call to somebody and say like, ‘this is inappropriate. We
want, we don’t want it to happen again.’ But you already know the response you’re going
to get, so you think like maybe I’ll just put it off and do it a different time. Maybe that’s
just easier, so I don’t know. <laughs> That’s kind of been my experience using those
skills in a classroom or in an educated setting. It’s been mostly like choosing the
opportunity to jump in. (Inez, Women’s dialogue)
Often students have to decide when and how to engage in conversation around these issues
(Dessel et al., 2013; Ford & Lipkin, 2018b; Vasques-Scalera, 1999), which have consequences
whether they engage or do not speak, and the outcomes differ based upon intersectional identities
at play and their salience within the conversation. Again, for Inez, as was laid out in the chapter
on intrapersonal action, part of the process of engaging with others in challenging stereotypes or
bigotry had a lot to do with what she expected or learned to expect she may hear in return. Inez
experienced a double bind; she regretted not writing the newspaper about this person’s articles,
yet also did not think that it would have made a difference. If we harken back to the examples of
how she engaged with a co-worker around issues of gender and then decided to disengage as a
path of agency, in knowing her own worth, this example of the back and forth on whether to
write a PHWI campus newspaper regarding perpetuation of racism and western imperialism
illustrates one way she may have leaned into agency to discern when to and when not to use her
energies in the perpetual path toward liberation. This choice does not stop the behavior, yet it
alters her investment of energy to reclaim some of it. Inez alluded to a desire to move further
along the Cycle of Liberation than where she perceived herself to be at the time and noted she
was not quite sure when or how to challenge larger systems (Vasques-Scalera, 1999), a
reoccurring theme among participants that will be unpacked in the conclusion chapter.
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For Darius, the process of IGD—ongoing group discussion and engagement with the
material—along with positive feedback and encouragement from his peers, led him to speak up
in his subsequent classes. After leaving the mass communications major, in his introductory class
for his new major in public relations, Darius recounted how he challenged the professor’s stated
opinion in the course.
And going through that he had said a very- and I agree with everything he said really, in
all honesty, in our government systems etcetera. But he didn’t say one thing about- I’m
trying to think. It was like a bill that had passed, -was is it? No Child Left Behind, yeah
that. And he said something about how it’s preposterous, blah, blah, blah. So, I said
something - Like it was just absurd.
I was like, ‘hold up. It’s not necessarily absurd, but, you know, it could be fixed etc.’ And
like we both were having a, not a heated debate, but we were just, you know, both
talking. It was a lecture hall of like 200 kids, so. And then somebody else came in and
chimed in and came to him as well.
He told me after class that’s what he wanted. Like he’s never the type that just wants to
talk to you at all, he don’t like tests, none of that. He wants his kids to interact and that’s
why the courses are set up the way that they are. We don’t really study from textbooks
and stuff. So, he wanted me to, he wanted somebody to come at him and challenge that,
and I did it and then somebody else did it.
And then he told me after class like, ‘finally somebody challenged me and wasn’t scared.’
And, I wouldn’t have said that if I probably hadn’t took that class (IGD) in all honesty,
‘cause he’s very intimidating, but after taking that class and, you know, being around
these kids my age and saying the things that we were talking about. I was like, ‘hey hold
up, I can say this. Even if I’m wrong, I can still say it.’ And that’s what he wanted.
(Darius, Race & Ethnicity dialogue)
Darius explained that through the framework he learned in IGD, he came to embrace that
participation was necessary and that his input was valued by his peers, so he believed that “even
if I’m wrong, I can still say it.” In such a way, Darius showed that through his IGD experience,
he embraced his agency and put it into action in conversations, in this case through taking
chances in another course where he described the professor as “a firecracker. So, it’s like
anything you say to him or anything he says to you could be an explosive bomb.” As such, his
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participation required courage to not only be wrong, but to potentially be made an example of in
a direct and public manner by someone in an up-power position. Darius attended high school in
Chicago and was intimately familiar with various school settings and how early educational
options are often dictated by one’s zip code (Ferguson, 2010; Kozol, 2005; Tatum, 2007), a
reality he also witnessed as a volunteer in the city elementary schools near CNYU. As such,
Darius’s personal experience layered his participation in the above example, particularly the life
and/or educational outcomes he recognized he may have had if he attended a different high
school or had different family expectations.
Emmery stated that even though she is “still very soft spoken in class” her level of
awareness was heightened for when “someone’s talking about some sort of an issue of like social
issues or racial issues or sexuality issues or anything to do with any minority community.”
Through her experience in IGD on sexual orientation, she became more introspective of her own
sexuality and learned to recognize more instances when the system encouraged
heteronormativity.
And I’m taking a song writing class and we do group writing, so we’ll pair off into
groups of like four people. […] On Valentine’s Day, we had to write love songs and
there’s a group of us writing and someone will be like writing all the lines for the girls to
sing. I definitely feel like before I would have just kind of gone along with it and now
I’m kind of like, ‘oh, well, when I sing my line, I’m gonna sing it to a woman, is that
okay?’ And, I don’t think I would have said anything about that before. So, yeah, I
definitely notice that in, I think because I think of the types of classes that I’m in, it
maybe comes up a little bit more because I’m doing a lot of writing, and a lot of times
creative writing in those sort of areas has a lot to do with relationships. So, it comes up a
lot […] But definitely this semester I’ve been aware of sort of my changed role in those
classes since taking the dialogue class. (Emmery, Sexual Orientation dialogue)
Here Emmery makes it clear that prior to taking IGD she may have not said anything and,
furthermore, she may not have recognized the ways that compulsory heteronormativity were
present in the classroom. As such, her example adds to the others on how IGD educates students
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on both process and content. Additionally, through the use of the phrase, “aware of… my
changed role,” it is evident that Emmery viewed this level of participation as responsibility to
educate others and make the fabric of hegemony that was within her awareness more
recognizable to others. Provided Emmery’s membership within the LGBTQ+ community, this
“changed role” may better be contextualized as a challenge to speak out when it is safer to do so
versus a responsibility and a harnessing of her agency for when she did vocalize her observation
or objections. Though she did mention intersections of systemic inequality where she attends to
what is said and experiences privilege, her examples were at the overlap of her marginalized
sexuality.
All prior examples have been of students who challenged other students or faculty in the
classroom from the context of an intersection of their identity that encompassed marginalized
lived-experience(s). The act of speaking from one’s own experience and specific intersection(s)
of identity is taught and practiced as part of a dialogic engagement process in IGD. These honest
personal assessments of experiences of marginality and agency within classroom spaces
underscore the meaningful way that IGD served as a venue where marginalized students
increased their confidence and recognition of their agency to speak out where it was safer to do
so. As such, in the context of the examples in this subsection, students enacted their agency in
academic environments and in turn these exchanges highlight their ability to advocate for
themselves and their experiences. At the same time, when dominant ideology is not interrupted
by those with privilege it unfairly puts marginalized students who are aware of (the) System(s) in
the position to make a decision about whether to speak out or remain silent (Blackwell, 2010;
Dessel et al., 2011; Fox, 2001; Jones, 1999; Tatum, 1997). This tension unfairly layers the load
and strain onto the learning process for these students. From the perspective of dismantling the
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System, classrooms would have more potential to be affirming and safer if those with
privilege(s) at such intersections challenged the dominant ideology (Tatum, 2007), including the
faculty/instructors (Blackwell, 2010). There were two examples where students provided some
detail and perspective around such possibilities.
Nerisa spoke about the way her experience differed between the liberal arts courses she
took and those within her mass communications major and the impact it had on her.
And a lot of times I found that in my (Liberal arts) classes, I do take a lot of race courses
still, ‘cause I love it, I love to talk about it. I think it needs to be talked about. And I find
that in my (Liberal Arts) classes I don’t have- I don’t feel like, ‘cause they’re some
Caucasian kids who are defending me a little bit, you know, when it comes to things. So,
I feel included, I feel, you know… still there, like I’m not invisible. But in- (the mass
communications college) a lot of times, I don’t know what it is, but a lot of times the
students in (that college) aren’t aware that race does exist, that there- it is still a problem
and things that you say still affect other people. (Nerisa, Race and Ethnicity dialogue)
Underscoring the importance of those with privilege to speak up, Nerisa states she feels
“included” and “not invisible” when white students speak out on issues of race to interrupt
dominant ideology. On the other hand, she noted that in her mass communications courses that it
seemed to her those students had not learned about systemic racism and did not seem to consider
the impact of how they interacted with others, particularly around issues of race. By comparison,
one may infer that in courses where students with privilege did not interrupt racism, Nerisa felt
invisible and excluded. Nerisa’s vulnerable example underscores how IGD courses, and other
courses that unveil issues of social injustice, should directly instruct and model how to speak out
against perceived injustice—especially at intersections of privilege. This observation about
classroom dynamics within the mass communications major and associated college/school was
echoed by at least four participants, including Nerisa, who at some point majored in mass
communications at CNYU. The college/school that hosts this major is a different one from the
college/school that hosts the communication studies major.
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Margaux spoke about an experience in one of her courses when a professor used an
analogy in class that was racist.
well one of my English professors said something- was trying to make some kind of
analogy, but she just she didn’t mean to, but she went about it the wrong way. She said
that when you’re walking down the street at night and you’re female and you see a welldressed white guy walking towards you don’t cross the street. But when you see like a
kind of rough looking Black guy walk towards you, you cross the street.
And all of the Black girls in the class got really upset. ‘Cause they’re like, ‘that’s not
what I would do. Like it doesn’t matter what they look like. I would make my own
judgment not based on what color their skin is. Like that’s crazy, why are you talking
about that?’ And she kind of dug herself into a hole, the professor, and she couldn’t
regain control of the class because(she was white) And, she is a lesbian. She always says that as kind of a disclaimer. And
that’s the way she approached it afterwards too. She’s like, ‘well I’m a lesbian, so it’s
okay. Like I identify with you guys, like I get discriminated against too.’
And I was like, ‘that has nothing to do with what you just said. You need to back pedal
and apologize for the way that you, you know, try to make your point. ‘Cause that’s
what’s offensive, not that you’re a lesbian.’ Like. That’s what I was saying to the people
around me.
I didn’t want to like- It was in a classroom, so it was probably like 30ish kids. I didn’t- I
guess I didn’t feel comfortable saying that to the professor. ‘Cause I was waiting to see
what she was gonna do to try to fix the error that she made. Which she eventually did. I
don’t know how she did it, ‘cause she offended a lot of people. (Margaux, Gender
dialogue)
In this example, Margaux recognized that her professor’s analogy perpetuated racial stereotypes.
Margaux did not feel equipped to challenge her professor directly, though she did share that she
spoke up loud enough “to the people around” her. At the same time, it is noteworthy that in this
narrative, Margaux engaged in rescuing her professor, stating that “she didn’t mean to, but she
went about it the wrong way.” Even though Margaux acknowledged the harm done, the
statement quoted also minimized the insidious nature of racism and the role of strategic
ignorance (Bailey, 2007). In this way, Margaux simultaneously shows a want to recognize
systems of racial inequality and a difficulty in directly challenging whiteness: as system from
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which she reaps privilege. Margaux took a gender dialogue, which like other IGD courses does
engage in learning across intersections of identity and thus extracted the importance of racial
equity and recognition of situations where forms of racism occur, yet perhaps since the course
focused on conversations around gender, Margaux did not learn (or absorb lessons of) how to
challenge whiteness more directly.
Educating Colleagues at Work
Even beyond the university, students who took IGD found ways to stay true to their
dedication to equality. In these examples, Jina and Micaela questioned perceived inequalities
during their student teacher placements (Dessel, 2010) or internship, respectively. They utilized
their knowledge of social justice issues and their dialogue skills to identify safer ways to
communicate their views among those who had power over them - a direct influence in their
career and/or course grade while they were completing their undergraduate degrees.
As an education major, Jina completed classroom observations and pre-service teacher
placement. During our interview, she reflected upon her experience in a Charter school in NYC
where most of the students were BIPOC students. Jina specified that “a lot of the teachers were
not that experienced. They were a lot were Teach for America recruits, first year teachers.” Jina
clarified that one of the teachers she worked closer with “was great” and that “she was a special
education teacher.” Jina did not like the way the students in her assigned classroom were treated
by the other co-teacher.
They’d be, like, ‘if you want to go to fourth grade next year-’ you know, that kind of a
thing. It just broke my heart. But I love that I was able to work very closely with certain
students, at least three or four that I got to know really well. And so, if they started acting
up for something, instead of being punished or told to go to the corner, I would just take
them out and talk with them. So, my presence, my additional presence there as a third
teacher was helpful, I think, for the kids.
I engaged the teachers in a lot more personal conversations about, not just ‘he was acting
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up,’ blah blah, blah. I was like, ‘oh I think that there’s- this is really bothering him’ or
‘what can we do?’ I kept suggesting different ways. I suggested a timer for one student,
like a visual thing. We developed a behavioral intervention plan for one girl. Like, I was
really hands-on with that. (Jina, Race & Ethnicity dialogue)
In this way, in providing alternative ways to redirect student behavior, Jina advocated for the
humanity and the education of the students in the classroom and found ways to redirect at least
one of the co-host teachers’ approaches (Delpit, 2006; Ferguson, 2010). In these situations, Jina
could have been submissive and gone along with the culture of the classroom, which she
described as:
One of the teachers, like verbatim was “It’s us versus them. We have to get them before
they get us.” And she would call home and make the kids talk to the mom on the phone
and have the student crying in the classroom rendering him completely uncapable for
learning for the entire rest of the day. So, I was just very strongly opposed to that, their
disciplinary culture was very militant. Like, you have to sit straight up with your hands
folded in your lap, you know, criss-cross applesauce. If you do something a little bit out
of line, you know, that kind of a thing, which I definitely don’t agree with. (Jina, Race &
Ethnicity dialogue)
Instead of perpetuating a school culture that punishes children (Ferguson, 2010) either through
silence or implementing approaches she found problematic, Jina chose to challenge the
classroom norms she observed. Jina utilized her social justice knowledge and education training
to recognize the situation and systems at play, then applied her dialogue skills and experience to
subvert and challenge social norms through interpersonal interaction. In this way, she advocated
on behalf of the students to the host teachers in ways she hoped would benefit the students.
Through her time in dialogue, Micaela, similarly to how Jina addressed her host teachers,
was able to utilize dialogic communication she learned and repeatedly practiced in intergroup
dialogue to move toward being an empowered bystander.
But the idea that I am… contributing if I don’t say anything is a huge, huge idea. And thI think people get really defensive when they say that, they say, ‘well it’s not me. It’s not
me.’ And it’s like ‘mmm, not an innocent bystander, like, you need to say something.’
And people aren’t educated in that. And that is something that you get from the
intergroup dialogue class. Definitely. (Micaela, Sexual Orientation dialogue)

179

In addition to the level of responsibility for speaking up that Micaela developed out of IGD, she
discussed how the interconnections of social justice learned in intergroup dialogue enabled her to
recognize various aspects of an injustice, including the different players, and tweaked her IGD
skills to speak out while on placement for her social work degree.
Cause I think before I was just way more, it sounds weird, but I was way more interested
in what the people with the issues had to say, rather than my co-workers or people who I
felt weren’t doing their job very well. And now, like, not only am I empathetic to the
people who are going through what they’re going through, it’s like I can see why the
people I work with work the way they do. I get that now. Maybe they’re burned out?
Instead of being like, ‘you’re not doing your job good,’ or well enough.
I saw that before, but I didn’t want to understand it. I didn’t really care. […] But
understanding it on a different level and maybe being able to approach them about it.
Like, I’m going to hopefully find a different word for this, but now I call it the “stupid
intern.” Like, ‘help me understand why you did this that way. Because I’m trying to
learn…’ <laughs while talking> So when people do things that I think are wrong, I call
them out, but I like mask it with this like, <with a higher pitch and more staccato
cadence> I’m just a stupid intern. I’m trying to learn. <regular voice> So hopefully I’ll be
able to keep doing that even when I’m not an intern. I think that I will have enough moxy
to do that. Cause even seeing someone not do their job correctly in a social justice type
place, especially where I am, I’m in a substance abuse inpatient right now… like not
doing your job is most likely directly affecting our clients. And that is (perceived as) an
injustice to me.
So me not saying anything about it is letting that continue to go on. So, I don’t know if I
would have thought that way if I hadn’t had this, like, advocacy work, if I hadn’t had this
class. Cause I would have thought, ‘oh, they’re just not as good at their job.’ Not like,
‘this is directly affecting my clients.’ And like, I, even if they’re not my clients, this is
directly affecting a person and I’m in a position to make you aware of that, so I should.
So that’s something that’s definitely affected my internship as well as just improving
communication and social work skill, like general social work skills. (Micaela, Sexual
Orientation dialogue)
Micaela utilized empowered bystander skills and cognitive reframing to encourage her
colleagues to be more reflective about their approaches. She spoke up in ways like this at her
placement, as well as among others in her social circle. She stated, “I feel way less afraid to call
people out when they say things they may not realize that they’re saying. I realize now that
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stepping outside your comfort level can change a whole lot, can change so much.” While
Micaela wanted to challenge the ways that her co-workers approached their clients or topics, her
own characterization of her approach reinscribed gendered stereotypes for women. Yet again,
this illustrates the ways that we can be, and often are, simultaneously at varying points within the
Cycle of Liberation. The gender of the person(s) she challenged is unknown, and yet may play a
role in the process. Since she was working with people who had completed their education and
had more experience in social work and counseling than she did, she may have assumed they
could be offended or defensive to her questions. As such, she attempted to engage in a way that
lowered her perceived threat. If she were to challenge a man on such issues, provided the
patriarchal nature of society, it is likely that any perceived threat of her questions may be
elevated if she approached her opposition in a more direct manner.
Influencing Career Directions
As an extension to students’ more intrapersonal choices of taking additional classes that
mirrored the content and/or process of IGD, as discussed in the prior chapter, there were several
students for whom IGD became a gateway toward choosing or changing a major or that
propelled them to consider various career choices (Diaz & Perrault, 2010) within their current
related major(s). These changes and actions represent meaningful personal and academic
adjustments to their lives; such changes would likely involve conversations with family, or at the
least, university approval from a faculty advisor; as such, these changes required interpersonal
action.
For Darius and Andrea, they started at CNYU in a highly selective communications
major and changed majors and colleges within the university after taking IGD. For Darius, as a
result of his engagement in IGD and another concurrent course, he questioned whether
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communications was the right fit for him.
I must say this class actually was- ‘cause I came in as a (communications) major and I
wasn’t really feeling the culture of (that major). There’s a lot of things that people don’t
see or understand about the business, and that’s what I was really learning about the
business, not just being on TV and being famous and making a lot of money. And the
business is extremely, I don’t know how to say it. But I just wasn’t fit, like my
personality, I just wasn’t fitting with it at all. And I took- I was trying to see what else I
wanted to do, so I took this race and ethnicity (IGD) and I took an African American
politics class at the same time. And both of them kind of conjoined with each other. And
as I was going through the dialogue class, I just kept seeing things within myself as I
participated, and read things, and did my papers, and interacting with the professors. And
I just kept seeing like me turn to another major, me turn into something else. And now
I’m a public affairs major. So, that honestly was the jump-start to the whole process of
me changing over. And a lot of people like, ‘why would you leave (communications) this
and that?’ I mean I just wasn’t fitting with me. And now I’m extremely comfortable. I
feel like my talents will be used much more as a public affairs major. And it all came
from the dialogue class, and I just see me being able to speak up, being able to voice all
my opinions in a decent manner and it just kind of sprouted from there. (Darius, Race &
Ethnicity dialogue)
A spark to Darius’ confidence in his voice was related to an IGD activity where his power of
speech was affirmed by his peers:
At the end of the class we did some things, we wrote letters to each person in the class,
but we didn’t put our name on it. And a lot of the cards that I got were about my voice
and about the way I speak and how I convey things and how people just love my opinion,
and just the way I- my power of speech and that was just main thing that I learned. I mean
I always knew I could talk, but it was like I didn’t know that I could actually talk and
mean so- it could be so powerful that it affected all these- my peers, you know, people
my age. (Darius, Race & Ethnicity dialogue)
As a result of having his contributions valued by his peers in IGD, Darius sought ways to put his
voice to use and found his niche in public affairs. This event in IGD was also an underlying
boost to Darius’s confidence that led him to harness his agency in other spaces, as the example in
the classroom above illustrated. The overlap of IGD’s pedagogy and content contributed to
Darius’s new choice of major and how he engaged in various spaces.
Andrea’s change in majors was less directly about IGD and perhaps more connected to
her growing comfort in spaces where she was not in the racial majority and increased
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understanding of her privilege that came out of IGD. The year prior to taking IGD, Andrea
ignited her passion for learning about systemic oppression within women’s studies at CNYU.
I like literally after that first (women’s studies) class, this is where- like this is- I have to
do this. So like I declared the minor, like knowing that it probably wasn’t going to be
enough and then I started signing up WGS classes like every semester. Like my WGS
classes would be where I was revived, like where I was giving the energy to get through
my other classes that were full of ignorance and like stupidity and, ah- Very loud, very
uninformed people, you know. Y- And like those people were even in the WGS class, but
then like the teacher had my back you know what I mean? And like there was a debate
and I was like, ‘I don’t really agree you with you,’ the teacher was like. Like I was right
in those classes, I guess like I was the student who was like- I wasn’t the one being
challenged- I wasn’t the one challenging like what was going on in the classroom. I was
the one who was like supporting it and was supported by the discourse in a room, you
know what I mean? And like it was a completely different experience. (Andrea,
Women’s Race & Gender)
After that course, she declared a minor in the field, along with her communications major, which
later turned to a double major. Andrea’s arc to being solely a women’s studies major was made
complete during the semester she took IGD, a change that she decided more firmly on due to
what she perceived as an abuse of power by one of her communications professors:
abusing his power as professor by teaching only his own thoughts and winning at his own
game; inviting other people to play the game, but he designed the game, so he’s
obviously gonna win. Like he knew every move, you know. And it was irresponsible and
like I think teaching is something so dear to me that like for somebody to abuse it that
way was like really offensive.
And that’s why I dropped my (communications) major, because in (the associated
college) I felt like I had to be on the defense rather than being able to absorb and learn
and grow. ‘Cause I just had to defend and like fight the fight, you know. I spend all my
energy fighting instead of learning and growing. (Andrea, Women’s Race & Gender)
She stated she would leave the communications class “so mad” and it required that she cut her
heart out of the conversation. She decided to drop her communications major when she realized
she no longer wanted to exert the energy to maintain that disconnection. Andrea described IGD
as a nurturing environment, along with her other women’s studies courses. It is likely that the
juxtaposition between a course where she felt supported and a course where she felt challenged

183
that accentuated her fit within women’s studies, made dropping communications easier than she
stated it previously felt. Both Andrea and Darius felt a lot of pushback from people who
questioned their decision; once they switched, they felt they made the right choice.
In a similar way, the pedagogy of IGD was a main impetus for Mollie to declare
sociology as her major after completing IGD.
And for me personally, taking dialogue was either the first sociology class I took or the
first one after 101. So, this class actually prompted me to take on sociology as my major
because of the structure of the classroom and the way that students engage in discussion.
Just the way that learning occurs, you know, instead out of a textbook and we’re quizzed
on vocab words and writing a paper, you know. The learning is different, but I feel like
it’s deeper and it’s more personal because we’re discussing things that affect us all
personally. (Mollie, Sexual Orientation dialogue)
In the above quote, Mollie indirectly compared IGD to courses that utilized more traditional
pedagogy—textbooks and quizzes—and decided that sociology was a major that offered the style
of learning that appealed most to her. Mollie had been accepted into the communications college,
which was her initial plan and stated she “declined it. ‘Cause I realized this type of learning Isurprising am a lot more passionate about.” In the interviews with Mollie, it was clear that she
was passionate about sociology and applied her learning toward areas of systemic oppression and
planned to continue doing so into her career.
Abby, who was majoring in a group-based communications major, credited IGD with
providing her with the confidence needed to consider a specific career field.
I think the dialogue class kind of maybe got me more on the track of thinking about–
because I’m more recently interested in going into public diplomacy or like public policy.
And I guess, maybe I kind of saw myself after that class more as being skilled in
diplomacy and having skills to mediate things and whatever with people, so. Yeah, I
think it definitely in some ways it helps me and kind of gave me more confidence in
those skills. (Abby, Race & Ethnicity dialogue)
In this way, it was the process of IGD that Abby highlighted as instrumental in opening up public
policy as a possible career, through the increased confidence of engaging in difficult
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conversations, building upon the affective outcomes of IGD.
Darius, Andrea, Mollie, and Abby benefited from the way that IGD is structured, from
the group format and the encouragement of sharing of opinions and the give and take of dialogue
with peers about important issues. These students also discussed how the content of the course
was influential, yet, based on their narratives, the IGD pedagogy was more directly pivotal in
their decision to change and/or declare their respective majors.
For Chris and Micaela, the influence of IGD on their career paths was more directly
related to both the process of dialogue and the content of the course. Chris discussed the
influence of IGD on his path and major.
The dialogue aspect of it it’s something that I’ve never really taken a class like that set
up. So that was my number one. It actually, taking that class actually changed a lot in my
life. Very soon after I switched majors, <laughs> from child or from physiology to child
and family studies. Between that and a couple other decisions as well. But it really made
me have a very big passion for group style dialogues like that. […]
And also opened my eyes to a lot of issues within the gay community that I wasn’t aware
of. It made me realize a lot of like my passions, in terms of gender studies, sexuality
studies, just a lot. It opened my eyes to a lot of things that I knew that I was passionate
about, but hadn’t realized, if that makes sense. And since then, I’ve taken a couple more
classes on like gender and stuff. I took the last (Sexuality Development) at the same time
and I realized how I loved doing that and I became a TA, well, student-peer leader for a
discussion group for that class for two semesters. And kind of continued dialoguing about
sexuality in all its different aspects. And I recently joined some groups at The Advocacy
Center 26 that kind of follows along the same lines. So, it really did help me understand
my passions and what I want to do in terms of like a career, in terms of discussing
sexuality and incorporating other elements as well. (Chris, Sexual Orientation dialogue)
Through IGD Chris became more aware of issues related to “gender studies, sexuality studies”
and “issues within the gay community.” In the previous chapter, Chris’s narrative showed that
the intentional formation of IGD groups enabled Chris to discuss issues with peers who also

At CNYU, the Advocacy Center was home to a wide-range of student services and associated staff advised
various student groups related to sex-positive education, bystander empowerment training, and other related
university services.
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identified within the LGBTQ+ spectrum, which led to increased confidence. In the quote above,
it was the content of the course, along with the process of delivery, that led Chris to identify his
passions for dialoging about “sexuality and other elements.” Based on his narrative above, that
style and the content became central to his academic and career trajectory.
As a social work major, Micaela had been exposed to concepts of macro-level changes,
yet it was through IGD that she grew to understand their implications and application.
So even at the end of the course, I was just emotional that it was over because I had
realized a lot about myself and learned a lot about, like a love for advocacy. Because in
social work you learn that you do micro, but you also cannot do micro without macro.
But you don’t really learn about that, you’re not really exposed to it. […] I can see why
most people who go into social work aren’t interested in that at first, because you don’t
know about it, at all. At least I didn’t and that’s what the case seems to be for most of the
people I know in social work. And so, even if you want to learn about it, it’s hard to just
know where to look for that.
So I feel that this gave us an avenue to kind of -and us, I mean me and my peers- an
avenue to kind of explore what it means to actually be a global individual and a wellrounded individual that cares about other people and cares about the world around them.
And what you can do not only on a day-to-day basis, but maybe further. And I think
everybody took at least that day-to-day basis with them and continues to advocate for at
least that. Which I think is great.
When you talk to other people, even saying just one thing, like, ‘don’t say that,’ to
somebody, that spiders and it goes to so many other places. And so I think that I realized
that in social work, I cannot just do micro work, I need to be doing macro work because
there’s so many more changes that are not, that are going to be just putting a Band-Aid on
them if you don’t do greater advocacy work, too. (Micaela, Sexual Orientation dialogue)
Through IGD, Micaela came to have a fuller understanding of the importance of macro-level
work (Ford & Lipkin, 2018b), of advocacy. She illustrates in the quote above that through IGD,
she grew to recognize her connection and responsibility to others. She also distinguished
between various kinds of advocacy, internal knowledge (intrapersonal), challenging harmful
speech (interpersonal), and macro-level efforts (systemic). She recognized that systemic changes
are necessary to have lasting effects and that advocacy happens at all levels. Though this is a
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shift in consciousness and knowledge for Micaela, it was also a shift in her career direction as
she placed heightened importance to include macro-level work within any application of social
work to shift the social landscape.
Getting Involved
Invariably, involvement on campus or within the community is interpersonal in nature.
Through their presence and interactions, students become more visible in their support of social
justice and equality and are showing their support for groups with which they may share
commonalities, as well as showing support for groups where the focus may be among an identity
different from their own, where they seek to be supportive as allies. Several students shared
various way that they participated in events at CNYU, including attending events on campus
(Gurin et al., 2004; Lopez-Humphreys & Araújo Dawson, 2014) where they were supporting
from a privileged intersection of their identity.
In the interview with Abby, she discussed how CNYU was very different from how she
grew up closer to New York City, where she talked about having close friends from racial and
ethnic backgrounds different from her own. She described the disconnect between her experience
growing up and that of when she arrived at CNYU:
I kind of felt because of (growing up the way she did), I had a very optimistic view on
race in American society, or whatever. And coming to CNYU, it’s -and it’s a very
different experience. And there’s a lot more segregation that I kind of feel from my clumy activities and my classes or whatever. And I’ve noticed more, like friction across like
racial divides than I had before. I just, in some ways it’s not the direct friction or
whatever, but like that a lot of the activities I was in, like everyone was white or if they
were- one Black person, or a couple Asians, they were kind of defined by that. And
maybe it was directly spoken about more than it was like previously in my other
experiences. But, and you know, that kind of isolated them, which I then saw as that’s
kind of a negative. I feel like a lot of the privileged white kids that go to CNYU are just, I
don't know, they’re not really aware of all the privileges they’ve had that have gotten
them here. And I don’t know if they’re aware of that power that they have and how they
can positively use it. (Abby, Race & Ethnicity dialogue)
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This sentiment of racial disconnect and segregation at CNYU was brought up by several
participants across different racial backgrounds. The context above helps to frame Abby’s
engagement on campus in spaces where she was one of a few white people who attended.
Just like more recently - I don’t know I just like to- if I see multicultural events (…) I
enjoy going to those sometime. I went to the–and there are a lot of–they’re the parties
that happen in the (student center) and more often than not they’re put on by multicultural
groups. (Abby, Race & Ethnicity dialogue)
At the same time, Abby stated that for at least one of the events she attended, she went because
she felt it was important to support the Latina sorority on campus that sponsored the event, in
which some of her friends were members. She stated, “it was uncomfortable,” but that “I kind of
felt, like for some reason, it was like important that I was there.” In this way and others, Abby
pushed herself beyond her comfort zone to support an event put on by friends of hers. There is a
possible disconnect between Abby’s reported diverse environment she grew up in and her
discomfort at her friends’ event for the Latina sorority (Vasques-Scalera, 1999). The discomfort
she felt at this event may also be due to the perception of racial expectation at CNYU that Abby
laid out above. Minimally, it was a time when racial difference, her whiteness, was more salient
to Abby.
When interviewing Andrea, it was not uncommon for her to have recently attended a
guest speaker series or lecture on campus related to her women studies major and her deepening
interest in racial equality. In one of our meetings, she shared some of what she learned from
some of the women in the CRUNK Feminist Collective at a campus event.
I just like there are Ten Commandments… I could read through them. I mean I don’t
know ‘cause this relates- Their first one is to know your- herstory, which is like know
your location. And how important it is to know that like you’re not alone in thinking what
you think, like whatever you’re coming into realization about, like, there’s probably work
done it and somebody has probably thought it before. Which is like empowering and
humbling at the same time.
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“Don’t romanticize the past, Assume a position.”
Which is the one I guess I want to talk about it. Because it’s about taking a risk, like
making an argument and like assuming a position of, like, consciously deciding that like
I’m gonna fight for this. And I know I’ll take flack for it, but I have like this collective
behind me who I know will support me and criti(cize) and like tell me I’m wrong, if I am.
But also like I’m assuming a position on something that I need to.
And it’s made me. I do avoid like, I do and I know I do. I know that’s how I manage the
discomfort about race is I just kind of wish in their weird, secret, twisted way that like I
was a woman of Color, so I could talk about it freely. But then just because I’m not, just
avoid the complications and like the complexities of being a white woman that is
interested and inspired by feminist of Color. And outside of feminism, just like the ideas
of like race and racism and society and like fighting for something. And like I found
myself being a little more vocal, even about like gender things. (Andrea, Women’s
dialogue)
Andrea recognized that though issues of race were increasingly important to her, though she
looked forward to and was comfortable attending the events, she was uncomfortable
participating in many of these conversations. This discomfort was at least partly attributed to her
becoming more aware of not wanting to talk “for” people of Color as a white woman and thus
she held back in various spaces (Alcoff, 1991; hooks, 1995). Some of this behavior was an effort
to leave space for the voices she prioritized around racial issues—those with experience of racial
marginalization—Andrea also believed that as a white woman she did not have the same right to
talk about race.
In the last chapter, we learned that Andrea became more aware of and comfortable in the
discomfort of her white privilege during her enrollment in IGD. Part of that experience led to her
increased comfort in some of her women’s studies courses, and she pushed herself toward
growing edges to attend more events around racial equity and the overlaps with feminism, such
as the CRUNK Feminist Collective lecture. Andrea continued to want to challenge herself and
took what she heard at this lecture and used it as a springboard to move outside her comfort
zone. She continued to participate in campus events and applied that learning to her life.
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As with several other campuses in the United States, CNYU held a vigil and rally on its
campus shortly after Trayvon Martin was shot and killed in his neighborhood on February 26,
2012. Several students at CNYU attended this rally, including Andrea and Safiya. Safiya credited
IGD as the course that led her to be “a lot more open-minded” and that she tries to educate
herself “outside of class and keep up with current events.” It is evident in her narrative about her
time at the Trayvon Martin rally that Safiya was an active non-vocal participant.
I wasn’t just standing there rallying, I was like looking around noticing, like ‘okay like
how many people from different races are here?’ Like what is, you know, trying to look
at it from like a different perspective. And I guess just looking at other people’s different
takes. Like when I heard the speeches, too I wasn’t just like taking it for face value. I was
listening like to like how other people from different environments have been affected
through social problems. (Safiya, Women’s dialogue)
In addition to showing support for social justice events at CNYU, Safiya’s narrative displays an
in-tune and practiced level of perspective-taking. This level of listening to understand is what is
modeled, taught, and practiced in IGD and clearly carries through after the class is over for some
students. Safiya appreciated having an outlet beyond a petition and said, “you hear about it and
you’re sad and then you’re like what can I do?” Safiya added:
it felt a little empowering, too. Because I’m actually- I mean it was nice to actually make
a presence like, I guess like have a presence there because, you know. I just actually felt
like I was doing something even if it was just supporting. (Safiya, Women’s dialogue)
Safiya indirectly spoke to the way that being aware of social injustice can lead to a sense of
disempowerment, in this case at an intersection of shared racial marginalization, and that
attending an event with other people helped her to feel more empowered and felt like a deeper
contribution than the petitions she had signed. Her quote also speaks to the recognition that
supporting, attending events, is indeed doing something to challenge the System—an
engagement in the Cycle of Liberation.
As a means of remaining engaged in learning and being supportive of and supported by
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others after she completed IGD, Danielle sought out events that were social justice oriented and
opportunities where she could apply her knowledge and utilize her experiences.
After going through these courses, I applied to be an RA and different things and I was
able to meet other people that cared about these issues and were able to talk about them.
And I also kind of seeked (sic) out being able to talk to people, so I went to different
events that were hosted by (advertised by) the intergroup dialogue program. (Danielle,
Sexual Orientation dialogue and Race & Ethnicity dialogue)
In this way, Danielle’s IGD experience led her to become more involved on campus and to
participate in events she may not have before taking IGD. Danielle grew up in a more
homogenous town of mainly white people and had stated that her experience in IGD challenged
her to think about the impacts of injustice and to consider any stereotypes she held. She stated
that she attended campus events to continue to unseat internalization of hegemony.
There was a commonality of many of the students learning about social justice outside
their immediate perception in books and readings and then moving toward attending events on
campus and seeking out opportunities to support various campus groups. Several of the students’
narratives above illustrate the ways that IGD students continued to move through and between
the Cycle of Liberation to support those similar and different from themselves. Their support of
campus events was not always a direct result of IGD, yet they entered these spaces willing to
engage in the dialogic processes—something often desired of attendees of such events.
Complicating the Cycle
As has been illustrated several times above, the actions that the participants took
simultaneously straddled various places on the Cycle of Liberation. To further underscore this
notion, this section, much like the section in the prior chapter that focused on Stephanie, is
focused on a specific student to further unpack the messiness of the Cycle and unlearning.
Andrea completed three interviews for extended periods of time and, as a result, I came to know
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her well.
Taking IGD encouraged Andrea to unpack her whiteness more and become more
comfortable with the discomfort of her privilege and increased her capacity to talk about it. She
subsequently took many more classes around issues of race and feminism as a gender studies
major. One of these courses was on hip-hop feminism and Andrea had previously completed a
course where there were overlaps in the content, so stated she came into the course somewhat
familiar with the topic. The hip-hop feminism faculty member assigned a group project that
resulted in her being partnered with another student, with whom she experienced conflict.
I worked with a woman of Color on it, there- our third group mate was kind of like not
really around, so it was just the two of us really. This story is interesting in terms of race
relations because she is a policy studies major and women’s and gender’s minor and I’m
a major. So, I know I’ve taken more classes than she has, like probably I’ve
accomplished more credits. Which doesn’t mean I know more, but like I probably just
have a larger base to draw from? I also like I know a lot of general things about hip-hop
feminism because of like my class (Title of class in women’s studies with the overlap in
this topic redacted). But she like- this group mate of mine, who’s incredibly head-strong,
basically made the presentation.[…]
‘Cause it was just apparent to me as soon as we sat down that she- she made it very clear
that she was well-versed on the topic. […]
And like it’s a really frustrating time for me because I felt limited as a white woman to be
like, actually like, <punctuated> ‘you don’t know more than me, like relax.’ <normal>
And she thought ‘cause she read like two books for leisure, like, that she can make the
entire presentation and like not hear what I had to say at all. And it was really difficultthere’s just no desire on her part to collaborate. (Andrea, Women’s dialogue)
From the start, in talking about her groupmate, Andrea led with how difficult she was to work
with and emphasized her own coursework and claimed it made her more knowledgeable about
the topic, without awareness then or later of the racial tropes she utilized. Later in our
conversation, after a short dialogue about race, where I also encouraged her to consider her
groupmate’s life experiences, Andrea countered her prior statement and said that her groupmate
had done the reading that Andrea had not completed and likely knew more about the presentation
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topic as a result.
I guess that’s just interesting to think about ‘cause like the one big difference between the
two of us was our race and because she was. Yeah, I mean- I mean ‘cause she’s a woman
of Color and we’re doing hip-hop feminism and she like- And I felt like I didn’t do the
kind of research on it that she had done. ‘Cause she had read the books that we were
talking about and like I hadn’t read them, like I had just come into hip hop feminism. So,
I just felt like she was more well-versed on it, especially the way that she projected
herself to be more well-versed on it. Like if I had read the same books that she read or
like felt more confident in my educational background, I probably also would have
pushed harder. (Andrea, Women’s dialogue)
This recanting of her initial characterization of her preparedness and her groupmate’s
underscores the necessity of dialogue to encourage reflection on our preconceived notions and
emotions around the issues, even amid a research interview (Foste, 2020). Despite the turn to
acknowledge her groupmate’s preparation to present on hip-hop feminism and holding her
groupmate’s life experiences as relevant, Andrea persisted to hold onto feelings of being rejected
or feeling that her prior academic experiences were invalidated or unacknowledged.
When I framed her description of her groupmate as sounding similar to how Andrea had
previously and admiringly described the Crunk Feminist Collective members she had heard
speak on campus, she said, “But the difficulty is like she just wouldn’t listen to me. And like she
wasn’t giving me knowledge. I was posing, like options and she was just shooting them down.”
Andrea’s characterization of an expectation that her groupmate, who was as woman of Color,
would “give her knowledge” on a topic that Andrea herself did not do the work for, coupled with
Andrea’s refusal to take the perspective of her groupmate (Mills, 2020), underscores the
necessity of engaging in intrapersonal action, particularly core elements of the Cycle of
Liberation. In the moment she described, where there were heightened emotions, Andrea failed
to recognize that it was her responsibility to show up prepared, especially as a white woman
learning about race (Adaway, 2021; hooks, 1995; Rosales Meza, 2020; Tatum, 2007) who claims
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that the content is important to her and who wants to feel included in conversations around racial
equity. Even well after that exchange, Andrea did not seem to recognize that tension in her
expectation and her actions. It is hard to say whether Andrea would have had the expectation of a
white groupmate to educate her on the readings—at face value, Andrea engaged in a
perpetuation of whiteness through such an expectation of her racially minoritized groupmate to
educate her (Taylor, 2020b). Much of Andrea’s reaction to her groupmate was likely related to
her own feelings of not belonging as a white women who was interested in studying and
challenging issues of racial oppression.
And like I wanted to be engaged in this presentation and she like almost wouldn’t let me,
because it was like her PowerPoint. Which is so like metaphorical because it’s like her
topic, like her shit, like, you know what I mean? And I was like put on the outskirts of it
because I didn’t feel like I knew enough and like I didn’t feel like I experienced it
enough. Which is like just like <laughs> such a metaphor for like, for everything. It was
just exhausting. (Andrea, Women’s dialogue)
Andrea wanted to feel included and to have her knowledge and work toward these issues
validated, which likely her groupmate felt similarly about her own effort and preparation. Andrea
continually struggled with the reality that her whiteness (understandably) cast her as
untrustworthy (hooks, 1995) and how she felt she was relegated to the margins within an
academic field in which she very much wanted to be included in passionate, informed
conversations. Yet Andrea let this feeling of being left out interfere with her recognition of the
work she had left to do to be a safer co-conspirator toward racial justice movements (Taylor,
2020b).
Provided Andrea’s movement along the Cycle of Liberation, including within systemic
action in the next chapter, the passion with which she discussed issues of equality, and her
yearning for a circle of peers with whom she could connect on these issues, this example aims to
underscore the continued need for us to engage in “educating self” and the necessity of repair
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within a collective when we inevitably fail and/or cause harm (brown, 2021). No matter who we
are or how much we think we know or how involved we are in countering the System, there is
always more (un)learning and work to do.
Chapter Summary
The actions highlighted within this chapter are not exhaustive of those that students
shared of their application of knowledge from IGD or other SJE course they took while at
CNYU. Though not all of them did, many of the students whose experiences are highlighted in
this chapter shared similar identities and/or experiences. Most of the students quoted within this
chapter grew up in what they described as more racially/ethnically diverse neighborhoods, came
from lower socioeconomic backgrounds, or were socially marginalized at some intersection of
their identity, often race or sexuality. This does not minimize the impact of IGD, in fact, it
accentuates the impact of IGD for marginalized students’ recognition of and future utilization of
their agency (Dessel et al., 2011; DeTurk, 2006; Diaz & Perrault, 2010; Ford & Malaney, 2012;
Frantell et al., 2019). Though a direct path between IGD participation and these students’ actions
cannot easily be drawn, nor is that the purpose of qualitative research, all of these students stated
that their IGD experiences were highly influential in their academic and/or career path, as well as
in their personal lives. Many times, this influence of IGD echoed in the content of conversations
with others, yet more uniformly, it echoed in how they engaged with others -- in the ways they
continued to utilize the processes of communication and interpersonal engagement that they
learned and practiced in IGD.
Students put into action their reflective listening, empathy, perspective taking, and
capacity to suspend judgment while communicating with family and friends. They also moved
toward educating family, friends, and classmates around issues related to social justice and built
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upon their skills in becoming comfortable among the discomfort of confrontation; a skill that
could benefit them for many years to come. In these ways and others, several of the students
interviewed engaged in interpersonal action in ways that helped reshape the interaction and
emotional and cognitive framing within their spheres of influence. These students may have set
in action a ripple effect that is hard to trace among the lives of those with whom they interacted.
Students also moved further toward their passions and claiming their own path through
the majors they selected. IGD was a catalyst for students’ introspection about their future career
directions and helped provide incentive to align their actions with their academic declarations.
Some students chose majors that coincided with how they envisioned they may incorporate
social justice action in their future careers. In these ways, their majors and career choices more
closely aligned with their growing passion for equity, the processes of dialogue, and their
journey of becoming social justice advocates. This chapter also helped to illustrate how some
participants became more involved at CNYU around issues of equity and inclusion by attending
events they may not have before taking IGD. Many of the highlighted students’ actions
illustrated how students’ actions can simultaneously be categorized at various places on the
Cycle of Liberation, underscoring the necessity for ongoing learning about systemic inequality
and social justice advocacy.
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Systemic Action
Whether you’re fighting for the end of racism or equality for women or anything like
that, you’re still all being oppressed by the same system. […] But overall, it is against
one oppressive system and we’re not going to go anywhere unless we get together. (Jina,
Race & Ethnicity dialogue)
Intrapersonal and interpersonal action are foundational precursors to systemic action;
through those beginnings, participants utilize their knowledge and skills to put their beliefs and
passions into action. Subsequently, if they choose, they can extend those actions to widen their
impact. For many who teach social justice concepts and realities, it is incredibly rewarding when
students pursue their interests and apply their passion beyond the classroom. It is likely the hope
of those who teach IGD that students will continue to utilize their IGD learning to positively
impact broader systems and wider audiences after the course is over; such was the case in my
experience as a co-facilitator and among the facilitators who taught during the semesters when I
was directly associated with an IGD program. The level of action required for systemic impact
requires more sustained attention, time, creativity, responsibility, and follow-through. This
chapter focuses on examples that participants provided that illustrate their actions that could/did
shape institutions and organizational culture. I also explore examples where participants engaged
in action that (re)shaped policies or facilitated opportunities for change with(in) or for the benefit
of a particular community.
In this chapter, student narratives take us through ongoing (intention of) involvement in
on and off campus organizations that bring together particular marginalized identities or that aim
to challenge or bring awareness to the System. I then explore how students used their privilege in
positions of power to draw attention to an organization’s perpetuation of hegemony. Finally,
students’ narratives take us through how they engaged in new, sustained, ongoing efforts to
challenge the System. Throughout this chapter, the complications of the Cycle of Liberation as
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non-binary and non-static is unpacked through the use of students’ narratives.
Organization Involvement
Organization involvement as conceptualized here can take on many forms and often
moves participants toward more public and “visible” action. This level of participation in the
Cycle of Liberation includes where students took definitive action to interrupt the cycle of
oppression and worked actively to challenge the System. These actions can vary in their level of
effort, intensity, or involvement and are more likely to have a lasting impact, thus are framed
here as systemic in nature. I begin with on-campus involvement and organize them according to
increasing depth of participation and then branch out to include students’ internship choices.
Darius believed in the necessity to support marginalized groups and in collaboration
across organizations to highlight a social justice element to bring about change. In talking about
how he actively engages in being an ally, a term not limited to the LGBTQ+ community, he
shared the following.
I see myself becoming more involved with the LGBT community with many reasons, for
like, I’m in a fashion organization and when we play events and stuff it’s, it’s better to
combine with other groups because not only do you get more money, you bring out more
people. And we did that for one event and it’s, it’s a very under-represent, underrep,
underrepresented group on campus, and a lot of people just see it as being a, what is, they
have homosexuals and stuff, but they don’t understand that it’s actually an organization
on campus. So, I feel like them and a couple people, my closest cousin just came out the
closet. It didn’t shock me, but he’s out there and he’s comfortable with it. And I feel like
nowadays that’s a very heavy thing in society now, you know, getting rights and stuff
like that and. I feel like, in all those groups they all just want I feel like sometimes they
deserve, you know, kids deserve an opportunity, the LGBT community deserve their
rights to do what they want; because it’s a free country, if you ask me. And I think it
actually has nothing to do with most of our lives anyway. And I just feel like with that
basic thing I can be an ally to anybody, you know, and most of the time all those people
can come together and just fight for each other’s rights. So yeah, I can just call myself an
ally for change. (Darius, Race & Ethnicity dialogue)
As such, Darius was a member of a student fashion organization at a time when they worked to
combine efforts with an LGBTQ+ student group to put on a campus event. Through talking
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about his belief that he was an ally of the LGBTQ+ community, including supporting a cousin
who had recently come out to their family, Darius discussed some of his beliefs about equity at
the intersection of LGBTQ+ issues. Darius utilized a broader belief of the U.S. being “a free
country” and expressed some elements of interest convergence (D. Bell, 1980; A. Johnson, 2006)
when he spoke of the benefits of working with a more “underrepresented group on campus,” in
that they will make more money by increasing attendance. I believe his statement about “it
actually has nothing to do with most of our lives anyway,” had more to do with the minutia of
how people live their lives, and not the goal of equal rights, which he clearly supported. Darius’s
use of the term “homosexuals” is discussed in a broader context in the methods chapter, though
some of his narrative underscores the way that the Cycle of Liberation is to be viewed as beyond
a binary or unidirectional, an illustration of how we occupy multiple places in the Cycle at the
same time and we always have more to learn.
Several students expressed a desire to be more directly involved with organizations at
CNYU that focused on social justice issues or that challenged the status quo (Dessel & Ali,
2012; Frantell et al., 2016; Hopkins & Domingue, 2015; Krings et al., 2015; Laird et al., 2005;
Lopez-Humphreys & Araújo Dawson, 2014; Spencer et al., 2008).
I feel like people come to me for like the NAACP here, they the chapter isn’t… here
anymore, something like suspended or something like that, I don’t know why. But now
they’re starting to uproot it again and get it back official and stuff. And a couple people
before it got suspended came to me to get involved and stuff, so that’s one thing. So, I
feel like, that’s, I’m actually trying to get involved in that, hopefully it jumps off the
ground. (Darius, Race & Ethnicity dialogue)
I do want to get involved with the Advocacy Center as well. That’s one thing that I’ve
wanted to do for a long time. I’ve known (people) who have been a part of it and they
just- They’ve spoken to me about it and I’ve been very interested. (Grisel, Women’s
dialogue)
I need to just bite the bullet and just get involved with (an organization that educates
around positive views of sex), like I don’t know why I didn’t do it sooner. And like, you
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know, I’m registered or like trained to be a volunteer at the Advocacy Center too. But
like I didn’t, I never have time for it. (Andrea, Women’s dialogue)
For Darius, he believed he would end up participating in the process to reinstate NAACP at
CNYU, though it was unclear what role or level of commitment such participation might require.
For Grisel and Andrea, they wanted to be involved with the Advocacy Center, yet seemed to lack
the time to bring that desire to fruition. For Grisel, as a senior she was in the process of securing
internships and planning what her life would entail after graduation; she wished she had been
move involved in the Advocacy Center, yet she did not believe she had the time to bring that
about during her final semester of college. For Andrea, she finished the required training to be a
volunteer for one of the student groups through the Advocacy Center, and based on constraints of
time had not volunteered yet; she was extensively involved in two campus organizations since
her first year at CNYU and prioritized those for her focus and time.
Among the students interviewed, some provided tangible examples of their involvement
in various organizations, on and off campus, where they could implement some of their passion
for and learning of social justice issues (Diaz & Perrault, 2010; Ford & Lipkin, 2018b; Gurin et
al., 2004; Vasques-Scalera, 1999). Nerisa joined a step team during her second year at CNYU,
partly due to her enjoyment of step and performance, and also for her desire to make a difference
in younger students’ lives who lived in the local community.
…we went to- community service and we would go out to the community and go into,
like, I guess lower economical communities but- elementary schools and try to motivate
the students to do their work and homework so that they can one day come to college.
And essentially step like we do but, we would teach them that stepping is just a part of
our college career. The first and foremost is going to classes and getting good grades,
then we step. I guess in high school, especially in New York City, I never felt that. I
never felt like I really needed to motivate kids, especially kids of Color. Because there
were so many programs in the city and so many things that you can do that will like, can
elevate you into going- Like me, I, I came from a lower economic community, but there
were programs that I joined and there were things that I could do that would- that
basically, essentially, why I’m here today.
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But in the (CNYU) area, it’s not so much like the city, so I felt like with that community
service component, I felt like, especially my sophomore year, ‘cause the freshman year,
this is when I learned that, ‘Hey, you know, it’s really poor, you know, out in the CNYU
area outside of the university,’ and I just wanted to help anyway that I could. And that’s
why I joined the (step team) and I love it even today. You know, it’s coming to an end,
but I’m sad. But three years stepping and doing community service with them, I felt like
I- we really have inspired kids to essentially be us. That’s what they say, ‘oh we want to
be like you, we want to be like you.’ And we just have to tell ‘em, you know, ‘You can.
Just do your work.’ That’s what it’s evolved outside the classroom. (Nerisa, Race &
Ethnicity dialogue)
Nerisa discussed her recognition that the experiences of K-12 students in the city closest to
CNYU were quite different from what she experienced as a student in New York City, despite
economic overlaps. She perceived there to be limited sustained organizations tailored toward
students from minoritized backgrounds near CNYU, particularly around the intersections of race
and social class. She participated up through her senior year and mentored elementary school
students with the aim to increase college aspirations and maintain K-12 students’ motivation for
academic engagement. She conceptualized her mentoring as how her learning in the classroom
evolved into something tangible. Nerisa planned to attend graduate school in higher education
and wished to continue to work toward racial equity.
As was discussed in the prior chapter around her course engagement, Nerisa was invited
to and participated in a panel discussion at CNYU that focused on increasing positive body
image, particularly among women who were members of campus sororities.
I was diagnosed (with) type one diabetes a year ago in January last year. And, you know,
it was a lot to deal with that and all my life I’ve dealt with my body issues. I’ve been
chubby since I was- since I can remember actually. And I talked about how like I never
realized that I was chubby until I was pointed out. I was like eight and I was pointed out,
‘no you can’t play with us ‘cause you’re fat.’
And that’s when I was like, ‘am I? Am I fat,’ you know? And all of that then.
I’m over that and I love myself and, but it was a process. So, I kind of talked about that.
And I was able to talk about diabetes, my diabetes and dealing with it. It was last Spring
actually that I did the body symposium. And I was able to inspire a lot of girls. And I
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didn’t look like them with skin, body, imagine, even hair. But I was able to communicate
and I was able to get to a lot of them and even afterwards a lot came up to me. Like, ‘oh
my God thank you so much. You’ve helped out so much.’ (Nerisa, Race & Ethnicity
dialogue)
In this way, Nerisa served as a role model among women at CNYU who she perceived as quite
different from herself in terms of social locations and appearance around body issues she had
worked through. She added that several of the women in attendance also had diabetes and asked
her how she handled questions and comments that uninformed peers would ask about eating
habits, such as eating sweets or drinking juice.
And I just told ‘em like, ‘educate and maybe you won’t get- ‘Cause if you ignore it then
that’s when it gets really annoying ‘cause you’re gonna want to keep knowing, they’re
gonna want to keep knowing. But just educate, take the time and educate them.’
And I was, I felt inspired by them because they came to me like, ‘oh my God, you
inspired me!’
But I’m like, you know, ‘when you’re dealing with these issues if it’s bulimia or
anorexia, diabetes you’re dealing with these issues and at the end of the day it makes you
stronger, I feel because not only do you have to deal with the schoolwork and the events
and all of these things, but you’ve got to deal with your health. And I feel like that makes
you a stronger person, so keep going.’
And after that like I went home and I just felt great and I felt refreshed. And I felt like I
did something and I was happy. I was. So, that’s one of the things that I’ve done really
big in my college career (Nerisa, Race & Ethnicity dialogue)
In these ways, not only did Nerisa model how she developed and worked to maintain a healthy
self-image, she also took time after the panel to engage individually and with smaller groups of
women about their own frustrations. Nerisa was able to empathize with their position and present
her perspective and approach for their consideration, which included open and honest
conversation and taking the opportunity to educate people who asked questions related to their
diabetes. Such suggestions and approaches for handling potentially difficult conversations
illustrates the ways that the processes of IGD trickled down and are both applied with and passed
on to those who may not have had such direct experience with dialogue or IGD. It is important to
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note that the lens of thriving through adversity as something that makes one stronger is both part
of an ableist social landscape of the so-called United States and can also be an affirming
recognition of the resilient dedication to success (Linton, 2006). In the ways that Nerisa
described her response to one of the event attendees, it seems that she was speaking to the former
notion, that overcoming the (social) obstacles of “bulimia or anorexia, diabetes” is applaudable,
including extra work to maintain one’s health and educating one’s peers and social structure.
This framing focuses on the individual instead of the System that systemically disadvantages
anyone with any kind of disability 27 (Linton, 2006; Singer & Bacon, 2020). In the framework of
challenging the System, is reasonable to expect more social support for people with any kind of
disability, which would decrease the request or need for these individuals to educate peers and
instructors.
While a public affairs major, Darius volunteered his time within the field of education in
various ways. He wanted to provide opportunities for students that would allow them to believe
in themselves in ways that he learned to believe in himself through the encouragement of his
family and the high school he attended in Chicago.
Last year for me just going to the school each Friday, I was helping someone teach a
drumming class. And what people don’t understand is that kids don’t, like, need a lot they kids. But me just coming in there consistently every Friday, never missing a day, if I
did miss a day, make sure I came the next Friday. They see that, they understand all that,
and they take –they appreciate that. And they learn your name <snaps> like this. They
should teach professors how to learn names like that, cause they learn a name like
<snaps> this and never forget it. And like during, after that little stint was done, I
couldn’t do it Fridays anymore because I had class. And I went up there a couple of times
for meetings so I could plan a shadow day. And I’d visit the classroom, and they always
remembered; they’d never forget.
And like, I remember just being a kid myself and my cousins promising to come get me,
Nerisa did not frame diabetes as a disability or claim a status of being disabled, nor did she bring up the idea of
disability around the issues of anorexia or bulimia. This however does not change the reality that many people with
these health conditions do claim the label of disabled and may be eligible for disability services in various spaces.
As such, the possible ableist underpinnings of her narrative around these issues is important to acknowledge.

27
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take me out somewhere with them, and when they did it, I loved them forever. But when
they didn’t, I was crushed! It was like, just thinking that simple, you can see that it means
a lot. It started off on that level and then me creating a whole program and trying to keep
it as a tradition here, and I need to figure out how to do that when I’m gone. And I mean
just that, on a large scale, or going to me studying it or trying to do it as a career, I feel
like it all combines to, you know, labeling it as an ally. (Darius, Race & Ethnicity
dialogue)
In similar ways to Nerisa, Darius compared his recollection of his education experience and
wanted students near CNYU to understand their potential. Darius knew what it meant to have an
adult be consistent and wanted to provide that level of accountability and modeling to the
students at the local elementary school where he volunteered. His devotion to mentor students
started in the local elementary schools in the city district within a program that was sponsored by
CNYU. Darius then moved toward creating a program to support similarly aged students, which
will be discussed in more detail below. Darius viewed all of these efforts as working toward
supporting social justice and equality—of being “an ally.” Within this framework, Darius
defined himself as an ally while also overlapping with the experiences of the students with whom
he worked in various ways, including race and education challenges within an urban setting.
Darius’s work in education extended to his home community. For the two summers prior
to our interviews, Darius worked in Chicago with high school students for six weeks each time.
He perceived increasing levels of violence and that the high school students displayed a lack of
respect for teachers.
they tried to jump me. It was like 17 of them, me and my friend, but they’re 13 and we’re
grown men basically. So, it was fun to us, we was tossing and that gave us respect, which
is a problem. (Darius, Race & Ethnicity dialogue)
He contrasted the current issue of gun violence in Chicago with the way he grew up, where he
said he was “focused on girls” contrasted with the students he worked with the prior two
summers who he stated were “focusing on surviving.” He also recognized the problematic nature
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of pairing violence and hypermasculinity as a means of gaining respect (Ramaeker & Petrie,
2019; Sabo, 1998). Darius shared that the students told him that he made an impact.
when I was teaching them, towards the end of the course they respected me at the utmost
high, more than they did their teachers, you know, as who- they hated their teachers.
They hated their school cause they teachers never encourage them, they always just say,
you know, bad mouth them. And they got to understand you can’t do that because not
only are you gonna not gain the respect, you gonna have them lashing back at you. So, I
had to, you know, get at them on a face-to-face level as well as, ‘I’ve been here, I’ve
done that. You have to realize that I’ve already survived this, you can too.’
And I don’t think there is enough of that, at all. And the program that I was teaching with
got cancelled, of course, budget cuts. […] And it’s funny ‘cause that program changed
these kids’ life. I know they did. Cause they added me on Facebook. They was telling me
how they doing good in school and if I’m coming back to teach them next summer, you
know. It made a difference. And I feel like the more you do it, the more difference you
make. (Darius, Race & Ethnicity dialogue)
Darius continued to connect his own experience to that of the students with whom he worked. In
this narrative, he shares that he made it clear to some of the students that he was from where they
are from and “survived this,” which he was speaking of education in urban Chicago. In his
narrative, he did not complicate his experience growing up, with family who had completed
college, with that of the students he mentored, who may not have had that advantage. Darius
wanted to serve as a role model for similar students to learn how to reach and achieve beyond
their immediate conditions. It is also clear that Darius was aware of the cyclical nature of
disrespect that can occur when students perceive teachers as having negative beliefs or
expectations of students (Delpit, 2006; Ferguson, 2010). Darius displayed great passion for
advocacy, teaching, and making an impact on the lives of younger students. Darius planned to
return to Chicago when he completed his degree to continue to influence change in his local
community, preferably through a connection to education and teaching (Irizarry & Donaldson,
2012).
Though she majored in international relations, Inez also volunteered in the city schools
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near CNYU and had a deep devotion to working toward improving educational opportunities and
outcomes. Like Nerisa, Inez categorized her volunteer work as an active engagement of the
learning she had completed in various courses that focused on social justice issues.
My most active that I had been was being like that kindergarten helper. I would like
spend like Thursday’s and sometimes and Tuesday’s morning pretty much all morning (at
the school near CNYU). It’s an elementary middle school and that was probably like my
most favorite thing about volunteer work here was just spending those mornings with
those kids. Cause it was just so many of them just- like they’re just so exciting all the
time. Sometimes they’re like really a handful and I’m like, ‘this is too early for this.’
But, it’s never a challenge to teach when they’re so young and they’re always willing to
learn.
And part of the reason why I went was because- I had two reasons- one was that, I knew
when I was younger every single instructor that I had ever had has been white. I don’t
think I had- one Asian substitute teacher, a couple maybe African American, Hispanic,
but across the board like permanent teachers? White. For sure. I didn’t have one person
of Color teach me when I was growing up. And I thought, ‘well at least I can be this like
first exposure for them. Maybe they won’t notice that I’m Asian, but they’ll remember
that they saw it. Like they won’t be as surprised when they are 13 and something like that
happens,’ you know?
And two, was that like I wanted to like, okay I didn’t want the same mistakes repeated
that had had happened when I was younger. Things that like a lot, maybe a lot of teachers
are really busy, so like when little injustices happen between kids they go unlooked andYou can see that happen to kids like they suddenly go quiet, and they stop talking, or
something like that. And I just kind of wanted to be there to be that like, ‘hey I know
what it’s like, I was that age not too long ago.’ <laughs> Maybe like, you know, so, it’s
like I have those memories still and that was part of the reason why I wanted to be
involved with kids. Just so I can be like- if any like I said before. Like I noticed that a
fight had happened between two different raced kids and I was like I didn’t want that to
be the last time they talked. Or the last time they were friend- friendly, so like that was
my way of getting involved. (Inez, Women’s dialogue)
Inez clarifies two reasons for taking on the volunteer opportunity and continuing with it, both of
which related to personal experiences as a young student and the desire to not have other
students share her story. One, Inez wanted elementary students to be taught by an Asian teacher
so that they would not go through the bulk of their experience without a different frame of
reference for who can be a teacher (Delpit, 2006; Irizarry & Donaldson, 2012; Tatum, 2017).
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Second, she wanted to be able to interrupt damaging interactions between students when there
was an opportunity for reconciliation over miscommunication, lack of exposure, or
understanding (Irizarry & Donaldson, 2012; Van Ausdale & Feagin, 2001), as had happened to
her. In this way, Inez acted as a role model to provide BIPOC students an opportunity to envision
themselves in the role as a teacher and leader, as well as to act as an advocate and guide for
students to build and sustain communication with the potential of friendships across difference.
For Chris, the desire for more hands-on, broader system involvement was dually
influenced by his participation in IGD and from his time as a TA in Sexuality Development.
After the completion of his tenure with the Sexuality Development course, Chris sought other
ways to become involved on campus.
I am involved in a group called ‘Sex Positive’ and a group ‘Masculinity 101.’ I just
joined both of those this semester because the previous two semesters I TA’d for
Sexuality Development and you can only do it twice. So, I was like, well I want to keep
doing something, so Ms. S, the woman who runs those groups, also is part of the
Advocacy Center.
Yeah, it’s really been a really good. It’s such a plain word, but like a really meaningful
experience for me, because now I’m actually doing stuff with my life. <laughs> Which
sounds really weird but, I’m really passionate about like advocating and educating people
and like I said I really love doing group dialogue work. (Chris, Sexual Orientation
dialogue)
Chris clearly states that being involved with “group dialogue work” was a driving force for how
he sought to be involved at CNYU and hoped to continue post-graduation. Through these
organizations, Chris engaged on campus in a way that provided him with the opportunity to
continue to utilize his dialogue skills toward causes for which he had a passion, namely sexual
wellness and unlearning/challenging patriarchy, particularly among men. Involvement in these
two groups provided an opportunity for him to increase his direct influence and participate in
intentional planning and delivery of programming. Both groups he mentioned were active at
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CNYU and sought to challenge the status quo around issues of masculinity, relationship consent,
and developing positive associations with sexual pleasure. In many ways, this level of
involvement continued to provide him access to ongoing collaboration and relationships with
peers who held similar beliefs and values around sexuality and masculinity.
Similarly to the way that IGD influenced participants’ majors and career trajectories, it
also influenced the type of work they would like to do within their future careers, which included
experience they worked to gain while enrolled, as evident through the internships that two of the
participants completed and the additional ones they sought. Both participants were white women
who took IGD courses that focused on systemic racism, and seemed to grasp white supremacy as
a systemic issue and recognized their privilege as white, yet, as pointed toward in the prior
chapter, wrestled with ways to more fully recognize and challenge how they perpetuated and
maintained whiteness. Abby and Andrea participated in internships focused on women’s issues,
which as white women, may have been a more comfortable entry point to engage in issues of
systemic change. Such engagement at the intersection of their gender may have provided an
entry point for them to work their way toward building capacity and experience in coalition
building for solidarity movements, which both seemed to indicate were important to them.
Andrea completed an internship with an organization near CNYU that worked with and
advocated for domestic abuse survivors and supported transition toward healthy relationships.
God that was like one of the toughest things. You have to remove yourself so much in so
many ways in like to be able go there and look into the eyes of these women who like have
faced so much more than I will probably - I mean hopefully ever - face in my life. (Andrea,
3, 38)
This level of involvement pushed Andrea out of her comfort zone and enabled her to apply her
emotional and intellectual learning in more tangible ways. Andrea continued to seek out these
types of experiences, where she could put her learning into action at the edge of comfort. When
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we spoke in May 2012, she was in the process of applying for at least two summer internships
with organizations devoted to advancing feminist agendas, including at the intersections of racial
and geopolitical equality, in major cities in the Northeast U.S. Andrea wanted her work to
directly support systemic change, particularly with a focus on gender equality and women’s
rights and wanted her future work to also center the intersections of racial equity and struggled to
identify ways to do so where she did not also feel like she was trespassing (hooks, 1995).
Abby completed an internship with a women’s union, which included working with
women’s shelters, and during one of her college spring breaks volunteered with the unhoused
population in Washington, DC through a collaborative relationship that CNYU had with a DCbased non-profit. When we spoke, Abby had her heart set on an internship for which she had
recently interviewed:
I’m hoping the internship that I’m really hoping for this summer is at the Attorney
General’s office in (major Northeastern city) in their health care division. It would be- I
really hope I get it ‘cause it’s- it’s like perfect for me. There’s like, I feel like it’s kind of
an advocacy piece and also like a policy piece that I’d be like speaking directly with
consumers about like their issues and whatever. And I’m working with a mediating team
to kind of help solve their problems and then also doing like policy research or whatever
and helping out in the office. (Abby, Race and Ethnicity dialogue)
Abby searched for opportunities, particularly within her internships, to focus on policy issues
and advocacy. Echoing back to the intrapersonal action chapter, Abby began to focus more on
policy once she developed the confidence required to be more vocal on these issues, which she
states she gained within IGD. Bringing her example back to this chapter serves to illustrate the
inextricable connection between intrapersonal and systemic action: the former being necessary
and instrumental to make the latter possible.
Utilizing (Privilege in) Positions of Power
Two participants provided examples where they used their positions on an executive
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board to interrupt systemic oppression. Andrea and Danielle are white women who were
executive boards members of predominately white organizations and both spoke out about racial
structures and worked to facilitate change. Danielle also spoke out about LGBTQ+ issues to
advocate for those within her community. These two participants utilized their leadership
positions to usher in what they perceived as needed change. They recognized the power that they
held in their elected positions and despite any possible discomfort or fear of retribution, these
students chose to push against the status quo and utilized their power to influence the direction of
the organizations in which they were involved (Diaz & Perrault, 2010; Ford & Lipkin, 2018b;
Vasques-Scalera, 1999, 2011). It is important to note that the lack of similar examples among
BIPOC students does not mean that such examples do not exist, merely that to get at these cases,
it may require deeper probing and research focused on actions students take in leadership
positions. It was unclear whether any of the BIPOC participants were in leadership positions in
any of the organizations in which they participated since they did not outright mention their level
of membership and it was not a focus on the study.
Andrea attempted to educate her roommates around issues of equity and social justice,
particularly in response to language and behavior they used, and was often met with resistance
and passive aggressive responses; as a result, she stopped engaging them on such issues.
Andrea’s peer support around issues of social justice graduated the year before we met, including
her boyfriend, and thus most of her support for learning and making sense of these issues were
directly within academia, namely faculty in her major and other instructors. Andrea engaged in
actions all along the Cycle of Liberation, yet she stated that due feelings of isolation, her
activism was limited. The following illustrates that despite feeling she had limited reach in her
social sphere, she still made tangible efforts to challenge hegemony where she had the power to
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do so.
there are certain situations where I feel like it’s like only right to bring (race) up. Like the
organization I’m in is doing The Drowsy Chaperone, which is a musical written about
musicals in like the ‘20’s. So, it’s like a modern commentary on old musicals that are
problematic depictions of like, you know, immigrants and Asian… It’s like there’s one
scene in it, it’s called ‘A Message from the Nightingale,’ it’s a song and it’s purposely,
like blatantly racist. Like r’s are pronounced as l’s and like you’re supposed- like. […]
I’m trying to do this as like a shortest synapse I can, but long story short, I’m producer
this year, so like me and my co-producer basically oversee everything, we’re like the
executives. And I made the executive decision that this scene needs to be changed and
that we’re not gonna do it in the extreme visual depiction of Asian stereotypes as it’s
usually done.
And I was met with a ton of resistance, but because I had power in that situation, because
I felt responsible to the organization and the people who were involved, and because I felt
responsibility to the college community, I brought it up and I took one for the team
anyway. And that decision that was made, I didn’t let racism just get brushed under the
table in that situation. But something like colloquially where I’m just having a
conversation with people, like I won’t delve into it as much. But like I certainly don’t
ignore it. And I don’t know if I would have recognized or felt comfortable saying that
this is racism, this is Asian racism, which is even less acknowledged than like racism,
like Black and Latino racism, if I hadn’t like had a theory base, and if I hadn’t, if I wasn’t
able to say I know this and I know that this is wrong. Which is partly due to the
intergroup course, where it does put me at a point to talk more comfortably about race,
but it’s still not very comfortable and I don’t know if that will ever be satisfied really.
(Andrea, Women’s dialogue)
In this narrative, Andrea explains that when she recognizes racist speech in general conversations
she might not “delve into it as much,” that she chooses to not go into as much detail or be as
insistent about change. It is possible that the pushback of her roommates at these repeated
attempts curbed her willingness to educate people who made racist and/or homophobic
comments. However, when it came to a broader impact, Andrea was adamant that the play for
which she was a producer did not perpetuate racist notions. Furthermore, not only did Andrea
maintain her position for the change in the way the scenes would be handled to make the
depiction of Asian character(s) less racist, she did so amidst what she characterized as “a ton of
resistance.” Her reasons for pressing the issue were multipronged and included “responsibility to
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the organization…the people who were involved…the college community.” Andrea credited
both her theory base, gathered through her major in women’s studies and related courses, and her
experience with engaging in conflict, practiced through IGD, as the foundation that moved her
toward the level of insistence she needed to address racism in this instance. At the same time,
Andrea recognized that she may never be completely comfortable doing so (Ford & Lipkin,
2018b); this example shows that Andrea pushed past the discomfort to engage in difficult
conversations, particularly when what was at stake extended to a wider audience.
Danielle put her knowledge into action within at least two organizations in which she
held some power: as a graduate assistant with the LGBTQ+ Center and as a regional
representative to a national residence hall association. The examples that Danielle provided
illustrate various ways, with increasing risk, for how students can advocate for social equity in
systemic ways. Though the following example is along the lines of campus involvement, it
extends beyond the prior examples in the Cycle of Liberation in that Danielle held a power over
position within the group, similar to the example with Andrea above. Danielle discussed how she
utilized her experience and learning from IGD to infuse some programs sponsored by the
LGBTQ+ Center with more awareness of diversity of identity and experience. She was a cofacilitator for one of the groups that met weekly to talk about issues within the LGBTQ+
community.
We have discussion groups here every week that I co-facilitate. And we have- we started
infusing these conversations into our topics- we have hot topics a couple meetings each
semester. And I think I got that from intergroup dialogue--that we have to form the group
guidelines and all that stuff, so. This past week we had a conversation about body image
in the LGBT community. And it’s just been really neat to see different ways that I can
pull in from the class, not only the readings, but also the dialogue skills and just
experience I’ve heard from other people have been really helpful. (Danielle, Sexual
Orientation dialogue and Race & Ethnicity dialogue)
Danielle used her knowledge of the content and process from IGD to guide the group formation,
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the content, and the process by which the group held discussions. She intentionally brought the
idea of “hot topics” from IGD into the group to formulate discussion topics, with the most recent
conversation among the group being “body image in the LGBT community.” With an
intersectional framing, her facilitation likely opened brave spaces for various experiences to be
shared without the expectation of a clear-cut standard or answer. This approach within a possibly
diverse intragroup experience may have challenged the group members to explore their common
ground and differences in ways where the ripple effect on their everyday behavior is unknown,
yet likely impactful for some of the members.
Danielle illustrated two clear ways that she used her position of power within a national
Residence Hall Association (RHA) organization, where she was a regional representative, to
infuse the policies with approaches that were more inclusive, pushing her sphere of influence
beyond the CNYU campus community. It is important to note that the intersectional nature of her
identity as a white bisexual woman from a working-class background likely informed her depth
of exploration of these actions and mediated her level of risk to engage in the conversations.
When asked how she utilized her knowledge from IGD, she replied:
I think there’s a couple of different ways. One is through a student group that I’ve been
involved in since my second day on campus. I’m still involved now, it’s a residence hall
governing body type thing, and I’m on the regional board and national board of that.
Regionally we oversee 55 schools and nationally it’s 450. I’m the Advocacy Chair
Coordinator for the entire organization. So, we made a- and we’re doing different things
throughout the year, but we made an advocacy guide about how to advocate more for
people on your campus. And it has a lot in there about terminology, through words
people use every day and how to be able to confront that and be able to talk through that.
And also there were ideas for programming, so to have that in accessible spaces, so. Not
only were these courses about race, ethnicity, and sexual orientation, they also taught me
about the intersections of identity with ability and class and it just got my mind thinking
about all these different things. So through that organization I’ve been able to create these
documents to help people be more inclusive and advocate for people on their campus.
(Danielle, Sexual Orientation dialogue and Race & Ethnicity dialogue)
From her IGD learning, Danielle put her knowledge and practice of how to approach difficult
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conversations into action to advocate for inclusion across difference in a majority white
organization. The content of the two IGD courses she completed provided her with the
recognition of how most issues in society are intersectional in nature, which pushed her to
remain mindful of various intersections of identity in her leadership positions. The national
organization provides training and leadership opportunities for resident hall associations.
Through her role as the advocacy chair, Danielle assembled documents and language guides that
facilitated learning for student leaders in the organization; these guides delved into appropriate
language, how to approach situations where inappropriate language is used, and included
templates for resident hall programming around issues of inequality, including accessibility. In
this case, Danielle’s knowledge and passion for these issues extended the potential for learning
nationwide to a broader audience--hundreds of RHA organizations across the U.S. Danielle used
her board position within a predominately white organization to educate and advocate for action
around various intersections of systemic inequality. In so doing, she helped to educate, as well as
advocate for, her peers, who also held campus leadership positions across the U.S. Minimally,
Danielle planted the seed for assessing and altering campus programing among associated
colleges so that they might include intentional programming around issues of inequality, with
increased awareness of the impact of language.
During the interview, Danielle explained that the LGBTQ+ Office in which she was
working was amidst some reorganization and “going in a more intersectional approach” for their
offered campus programs. As such, she stated that the center was being more intentional about
who they brought to campus for events
making sure we’re not bringing all white people to campus and making sure we’re
bringing a lot of different views.
I think that prior to taking that class, if I hadn’t done that and just came in, I would be
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like, ‘I don’t get it? Like I don’t understand,’ so I think it’s definitely helped in that way.
(Danielle, Sexual Orientation dialogue and Race & Ethnicity dialogue)
Danielle stated that prior to taking the dialogue on race and ethnicity, she clung to color-evasive
ideology and had not interrogated how she grew up and its impact on her belief system.
Following her enrollment in IGD, she gained additional practice understanding intersectional
inequality, including critiquing white supremacy, within her position as a graduate assistant in
the LGBTQ+ Center. Danielle applied that ongoing learning to her experiences in the national
RHA organization and began to analyze and openly question the decisions within the
organizations.
A lot of conversations that we have as a larger organization- I kind of brought up the
word “very white organization.” I think that’s something people didn’t really think about
beforehand and having representatives from all over the U.S., to say that in front of those
people it caused a little bit of, ‘whoa, what are you talking about?’ So, I think in that way
we started looking at what type of speakers are we bringing in to our conferences? Who’s
our keynote speakers? Who are coming in to do presentations and workshops? And I
think that having that has kind of opened our eyes a little bit to expanding who people are
bringing in instead of just, you know, like white politicians. (Danielle, Sexual Orientation
dialogue and Race & Ethnicity dialogue)
Danielle credits IGD to sparking her openness to examining systemic structures within
organizations, particularly around issues of race. Much like Andrea, Danielle recognized that she
likely would not be as open to learning more around white privilege without the ability to read
and dialogue about racial privilege and oppression in the encouraging, well-facilitated
environment of IGD. As a result, her application of this growing awareness - of the ways that
whiteness and heteronormativity influences organizations’ decisions - illustrates how IGD
process and content echo beyond the course and may be a catalyst to broader change. Danielle
encouraged the RHA national organization to examine their choices for speakers at their
conferences and trainings, which she stated were majority white. As in Andrea’s example,
Danielle received push-back from white members of the organization. Though Danielle did not
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go into depth about how that conversation went, based her narrative including continued
encouragement for the organization to examine who they invited to speak at the conferences, it
seems likely that Danielle utilized her IGD skills to advocate for change within the majority
white organization.
Creating Mindful Approaches
Students who take IGD at CNYU are required to complete a group project with two to
four other students to learn how to work toward dismantling systemic injustice through
responsible, mindful collaborative action (Ford & Lipkin, 2018b; Vasques-Scalera, 2011). Of the
16 students interviewed for this research, two of them took a leadership role in projects at or near
the university campus that implemented interventions to address systemic issues of inequality in
wider collaboration with others. Micaela joined a planning committee of a conference in its early
stages and Darius designed and implemented a mentoring program for young community persons
to expose them to the college environment to expand their conception of their possible futures.
Darius and Micaela’s examples are presented below in growing order of fit along the Cycle of
Liberation. Micaela joined a collaborative project already in motion and Darius created a new
program and thus had a more oversight and influence on the program.
Micaela completed the IGD course in Sexual Orientation and subsequently became more
involved in CNYU’s LGBTQ+ campus organization. As a result, she became involved in an
initiative that some students in a CNYU acapella group were putting together to benefit the
Trevor Project. 28
And how it started was this girl and this guy in an acapella group on campus wanted to do
something bigger than an acapella concert and it just turned into something way bigger
than that. At the end of the night there is going to be an acapella concert to benefit the
“The Trevor Project is the world’s largest suicide prevention and crisis intervention organization for LGBTQ
(lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, queer, and questioning) young people.” (The Trevor Project, 2021,
thetrevorproject.org)

28
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Trevor Project, but during the day during four different time slots, we’re having three
different workshops during those four different time slots. […] The whole conference is
focused on LGBT youth, but basically when I heard that they were working on this and
they reached out on Facebook […] I immediately wanted to work with them because it
sounded like such a good idea. (Micaela, Sexual Orientation dialogue)
If you recall from the prior chapters, IGD was impactful for Micaela because it provided her with
the framework of “how” to approach the macro-level issues that she had learned about in her
social work courses. As a result, she became dedicated to make meaningful systemic change on a
more “macro-level.”
I’ve ended up becoming one of the key people working on it and I’m the co-chair of the
education part. So basically, we found all the people who were going to be running the
workshops and stuff like that. And then there’s workshops specifically on trans
individuals, there’s workshops on advocacy, (One of the IGD staff co-facilitators) is
doing one from the Intergroup Dialogue. There’s going to be one on policy. There’s
going to be one on- that these marriage and family therapy grad students are going to do
because they work with trans individuals in therapy and what their experiences have
been. (Micaela, Sexual Orientation dialogue)
As the co-chair of the education component of the conference/event, Micaela had a lot of
oversight and involvement in the workshops chosen and thus had the ability to help steer the
direction of her making for the event, which reached a wide audience. It is evident how
meaningful Micaela believed the responsibility of educating others in the bigger picture was and
that she made it one of the driving forces for the conference components about which she spoke.
The responsibility that Micaela felt to the LGBTQ+ community pushed beyond those
typically considered allies from the outside; Micaela reflected upon the importance of this event
for challenging complicity from within the LGBTQ+ community, bringing to light one critical
lens through which she engaged in activism.
And even the people in the LGBT community are not very good advocates for the LGBT
community, I’m sure you know. So, the fact that we’re going to attract a lot of LGBT
people is not bad at all. I want people to come and realize what they don’t know. Cause
like me, as somebody in the LGBT community who thought they knew or was very open
and interested in learning a lot about my own community still didn’t know so much,

217
which is another aspect of the class that was helpful.
Cause so many people in the community even say things like, ‘that’s so gay,’ and then
people who are straight will say things like, ‘well, my gay friend says this, so it’s fine.’
And it just drives me nuts. Cause how many people is that one person <taps twice on
table> affecting so they don’t seem like however they want to not seem? Like they’re
bitching or they’re whatever. And they could really be impacting their friends so much
more. And making so much greater change. And even little things like that, I hope people
get out of this conference. You know what I mean? I’m hoping some great things that I
got out of the intergroup dialogue class will be provided in this conference, just because
of the various topics. (Micaela, Sexual Orientation dialogue)
Micaela recognizes the utility of the possibility that most conference-goers may be members of
the LGBTQ+ community. She looked forward to those within the LGBTQ+ community
becoming informed on how to make changes, such as through informed and intentional
interaction with friends and family to curb the use of language that is commonly experienced as
derogatory and/or inflammatory. Micaela reflected on her own learning as an LGBTQ+ member
when she took the sexual orientation dialogue course. Micaela specifically drew a parallel
between her experience in IGD and what she aimed to provide as opportunities for learning
within the conference: “great things that I got out of the intergroup dialogue class.” Over 100
people attended the conference that year and it was subsequently organized and held for two
more years, along with the acapella benefit concert.
Micaela expressed some sentiments that complicated her position within the Cycle of
Liberation. In her discussion of the issues that LGBTQ+ folx face, she stated
I mean obviously we still deal with race. We still deal with sexism. But it’s way beyond
what it used to be. And I’m really hoping that’s what is in the future for the LGBT
community. (Micaela, Sexual Orientation dialogue)
At the time of the interview, the Defense of Marriage Act (DOMA), signed in 1996 by President
Clinton, was still law of the land. At the time of the interview with Micaela, there were only four
states in which same-sex couples could legally marry and a section of DOMA that denied
marriage rights to same-sex partners was not overturned until June 2013. In light of this, her
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statement may be partially understandable; however, her statement of “it’s way beyond what it
used to be” to talk about issues of racism and sexism fail to acknowledge the documented
material consequences of these systems of oppression (Kardia & Sevig, 2001). Indeed, at the
time of the interview with Micaela and continuing to when these words land the page, there is
division within the LGBTQ+ community over race and discussion of the ways that
(predominately white) LGBTQ+ leadership needs to better support the BIPOC community
within and beyond the LGBTQ+ community (Ring, 2020). In these ways, Micaela continued to
remain invested in whiteness, as well as upheld notions of the patriarchy. Minimally Micaela
engaged in willful ignorance by refusing to explore how all systems are upheld by the other and
the ways that various intersecting identities are impacted by the system (Lorde, 2017), despite
the ways that IGD courses incorporate intersectional components of systemic oppression in its
curriculum. This and other such examples herein underscore the necessity of continued learning
along all intersections of identity to unseat supremacy in all its forms.
When Darius took IGD on Race & Ethnicity during the start of his sophomore year at
CNYU, he had an idea for the intergroup collaborative project that did not come to fruition
during the course. With the encouragement of several people, including one of the co-facilitators
of his IGD course, who he knew before and with whom he remained in contact after, Darius
organized a shadow opportunity at CNYU for students from the city’s fifth grade classes. He
worked with a middle school administrator to plan the event and enlisted the help and support of
his friends and peers to serve as mentors for a shadow day. For about 15 years prior to Darius
implementing this opportunity, CNYU offered a shadow program for students in fifth grade;
however, the program was limited to students enrolled in a very specific subsection of one
elementary school. Darius wished to expand the opportunity to a broader group of students in the

219
city school district.
As we talked about the program he started, I asked Darius if and how his personal
experience sparked his desire to develop such an opportunity.
It was a lot honestly, the program itself sprouted from the dialogue course. I was going to
do my group project, it didn’t work out, but Dr. A told me, “stick with this, we need to
make this happen.” A lot of people in my year, ‘this is great we need to plan, make it
happen.’ So I did.
It also sprouted from my education background. The high school I went to is, it was
started by, it was like a Catholic School, but it was about to get shut down in a poor
neighborhood on the West Side of Chicago, but my principal—well, he’s not the
principal, he’s the president of the school—he kept it open through his own funds, was
running it. And now he turned it into a great school and it’s all over the place, you know,
nationally and stuff. It’s just like, he gave us West Side kids, who probably was gonna go
to some of the worst high schools in the state of Illinois, a chance to go to four-year
colleges. Because one hundred percent of our classes are accepted to college, whether
they go or not is another, but 100% receive the funding to go. (Darius, Race & Ethnicity
dialogue)
Since Darius was provided a chance educationally, he felt a need to do the same for other
students in districts similar to those he would have otherwise attended in Chicago. Darius
participated in a summer bridge program at CNYU that brought racially marginalized students to
campus early and set them up with ongoing support through their graduation; this program
significantly increased the retention and graduation rates of the students who participated. Darius
had first-hand knowledge and experience of the benefits of personal support throughout the
educational pipeline and what it meant to him to have people who deeply cared about his
educational outcomes.
Darius worked with a CNYU program to tutor first and second grade students in reading
while college was in session and then spent his summers working with ninth and tenth grade
students in reading and math in Chicago. Darius talked openly about his frustration with the
school system, particularly that students’ who were below reading level and math achievement
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were still being passed to the next grade (Delpit, 2006). In being asked what he did with that
frustration, he stated he was told by his mom that he “can’t save everybody - if you save 10 out
of 25, you did your job.”
But I just couldn’t handle that, that fact and it’s like, it’s a true fact. But it’s just like,
how do you go to sleep with that? How do you say you have a classroom where all the
chairs filled, but only the first two rows are gonna make it? Or the first row is gonna- like
that’s crazy. So, I don’t know, I’ve just been trying to do a lot of things and helping the
situation. A program that I have now actually started in the dialogue class. I couldn’t do it
for the dialogue project at the end of the semester, but I ended up doing it last spring. It’s
a Shadow Day Program where I brought kids from (the city elementary school), which
was like five minutes away from (CNYU). And I used to go there every Friday and I
brought kids from there up to CNYU and I brought ‘em here and people didn’t
understand why. But I was like, ‘because these kids idolize everybody here, they look up
(to CNYU), and be like- You know how we look at celebrities with the mansions and the
cars and just the easy living? They look at us the same way.’
And it’s like, this is a much more attainable goal than it was for me. And they don’t
understand that. I brought them here, show them tours, have students speak to them, have
performers and stuff. And that’s just one thing I think I can do to try to, to get them
started now. (Darius, Race & Ethnicity dialogue)
Despite being involved in organizations at CNYU that work with local elementary and middle
schools and his work with high school students during the summers in Chicago, Darius wanted to
do more to impact the System. He created a shadow program for young students to experience
positive associations on a college campus. He believed that how the target-group of elementary
students perceived college, particularly the college students who attended CNYU, was similar to
how many people perceive celebrities: unattainable. Through the one-day on-campus mentoring
shadow program that Darius developed, he aimed to seed and/or nurture young students’ vision
for their future as college goers.
Because I feel like the eas-, I mean, the younger you start, the better off. I don’t think you
can save a senior in high school, if you can, I think you can save an 8th grader instead of a
senior in high school. Cause they’re on two different levels, they’ve seen much more, you
know, you can save him, but him. I feel like we start in elementary schools is better. So
me working during the summer at the elementary programs and stuff and doing this
program, I feel like I do something. And, I’m actually trying to go into education when I
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graduate, so. But, in all honesty, it’s not an easy issue to solve. It’s not even something I
can solve first-hand, even if I was… you know, duplicate myself and get all of my friends
to go into every school, it still can’t be solved that way, it has to start with the politics,
and that’s what it’s really about. (Darius, Race & Ethnicity dialogue)
Even though Darius recognized that one of the main solutions for making education systems
more equitable were political in nature, that policies needed to change, he continued to work
toward the solution; he did not give up or minimize his potential to make an impact. Darius
recognized that it is easier to inspire students and encourage them to envision a future beyond
their current environment before they reach high school, after which there are potentially more
negative experiences to overcome (Tatum, 2007). He also discussed his desire to work in
education after graduation, which was not his major, yet was central to much of the broader
actions in which Darius engaged. I asked Darius if he planned to continue the shadow program
the year we spoke.
Yeah, actually just got off the phone before I came here, with the lady I have the
connection with, she works with (a collaborative program), but she’s at a new school, so
we had to go through a different process of getting it. I brought fifth graders up last year,
so I will have a chance to bring a six, seventh, eighth grader, which I feel is important.
They can see more and understand more because they’re about to go to high school.
College is only a few years away, so, I feel like it’s going to be a bigger and better
program cause it’s going to be kids and we can actually get deeper, instead of just
showing fifth graders the landscape about how beautiful it is and that stuff. (Darius, Race
& Ethnicity dialogue)
Though Darius wanted to impact younger students’ desires for college attendance, he recognized
that timing was important to increase the meaningfulness of students’ exposure to college. As
such, he was still tailoring the way the program worked and adjusting the audience to include
older students. We spoke in February, and he was working on setting up details for the students
to visit CNYU, which was likely to take place no sooner than early April and working with
various programs on campus to identify a way for this particular shadow program to continue at
CNYU after he graduated.
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Chapter Summary
The above narratives highlight tangible ways that after IGD completion, some students
engaged in action that kept them moving through the Cycle of Liberation toward actions with
systemic implications. Participants were involved in on-campus organizations in ways that
worked with or among peers at intersections of marginalized identity or were involved in
activities that challenged the System and normative thinking. Participants also harnessed the
power of positions they held in various organizations to challenge systemic assumptions and
unexamined practices. Lastly, two participants were directly involved in organizing events that
had a broader reach and the potential to directly impact a wider population.
In the above narratives of students joining organizations, except for utilizing power
within an organization, the examples had one important commonality—there were often overlaps
in students’ targeted identit(ies) and those of the organization’s focus. Due to intragroup
differences, many of these students were simultaneously engaged in actions across difference,
which illustrates how critical it is to maintain an awareness of students’ intersectional identities
and intragroup differences—as all these students engaged in meaningful ways within and across
identity groups. Several BIPOC participants were motivated to mentor or teach students based on
their desire to minimize the likelihood that future students would experience the same limitation
of opportunities they may have experienced or to provide similarly strong models for educational
opportunity that they had or knew of in K-12. These participants wanted to increase visibility of
racially marginalized leaders in educational settings and some specifically named a desire to
increase students’ motivation for higher education. Participants also utilized their privileged
positions to advocate for greater awareness across identities of difference, such as in the
examples of students challenging systems from positions of power. In those examples, both
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students were white women who, as leaders within predominately white organizations,
challenged racism and whiteness within their organizations.
In the final examples of participants’ actions along the Cycle of Liberation, each of the
students who contributed to creating change had a concern about which they cared very deeply
and were involved from the beginning to contribute to possible solutions locally: one joining
early to help bring another’s idea to fruition and the other student creating the program from
scratch. Both students provided some level of credit to the IGD program for their capacity
building and the personal growth they experienced that led them to implement these programs.

224
Conclusion
What the program teaches you is life skills. It’s not like, ‘all right go out there and do
everything tomorrow.’ It’s life-long journey that you have to go on. […] And, you know,
you try to make an impact somehow. And that’s kind of like what the part of the Cycle of
Liberation is, just knowing what you can do to change things when it seems
unchangeable. How you can do ‘em. And nobody really expects you to change the world
tomorrow. It’s just to do those little things. (Inez, Women’s dialogue)
Most of the voices called together in this project continued to utilize IGD learning in
deep and transformative ways, personally, interpersonally, and within broader contexts with
direct potential to impact systems. When put in conversation with the outcomes that are shared in
some research publications that unpack IGD peer-facilitators' post-baccalaureate actions (Ford,
2018a; Gurin et al., 2013; Vasques-Scalera, 1999, 2011), it is notable that these IGD studentparticipants’ had such profound outcomes with comparatively limited exposure to IGD content
and processes. Many participants shared ways that they utilized their skill sets developed in IGD
to (re)shape how they communicated with others and what they expected in return from peers,
siblings, and family. Through engagement in IGD, students were inspired to change their majors,
declare majors, choose internships differently, and to participate in their classes in ways they had
not prior to IGD enrollment.
As the student narratives in the prior chapters show, IGD has the potential to aid studentparticipants in deepening critical understandings of systemic structures and to learn tools of
dialogic communication that support them beyond the IGD classroom. Participants leaned into
their desire to understand others, sought to build meaningful relationships, and pushed through
discomfort to continue to educate themselves and to educate family, friends, classmates, and
sought to interrupt the status quo at internships and places of work. They learned to seek
understanding, to take on challenges to clear-up miscommunication, and/or to work toward being
understood in moments when they may have felt unheard. Many student-participants also grew
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more outspoken, particularly once they learned the value of their perspective and when they felt
that they had something to offer that differed from what was being voiced so far: many of those
students were speaking from their marginalized intersections of identities, which is discussed in
more depth below. Several students found ways to further their passion for social justice after
taking IGD and became more involved in campus organizations, more willing to speak out and
challenge injustice in spaces where they held power, and/or worked toward supporting new
avenues to expand learning about or to increase access to equity. All along the way, many of the
participants engaged in social justice advocacy at various points along the Cycle of Liberation.
It is notable that for many who completed IGD in their first year in college, even as
juniors and seniors they found their experiences significant enough to a) volunteer for this
project, b) discuss their experiences in and beyond IGD in detail, and c) to attend to their
ongoing perceptions and feelings related to the course content and processes. For most of the
participants, IGD had a deep and substantial impact on their college experience that carried over
into their relationship to self and others.
In this chapter, I examine some overlapping themes of the three prior chapters, including
the necessity to remain engaged in learning to maintain momentum for action that disrupts the
System. I also discuss the ways that social justice advocacy is different based upon the salience
of our identities at the points of action, such that responsibility (and impact) is different where
we are marginalized versus where we are privileged. Provided the ways that some students
returned to internalized oppression in their narratives, that theme is returned to in this chapter. I
then turn to explore future research possibilities and recommendations for IGD programs and
pedagogy before I return to the limitations of this project. I then provide recommendations for
higher education administrators that are informed by students’ reported experiences.
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Remaining Engaged is Key to Maintenance of Action
Remaining engaged in the learning and work is essential to not ‘going back to sleep,’
which requires that we continue to push our learning and sit with and engage with the reality that
there is always more to learn. Indeed, ‘the more we know, the more we know we don’t know.’ 29
Most students who continued to progress along the Cycle of Liberation, particularly the
participants whose narratives are included in the Systemic Action chapter, were more deeply
entrenched in continuing to learn about the System and ways to subvert it. These students
continued to take courses with social justice underpinnings and/or actively participated in
organizations that challenged the System in some way.
Several students directly and indirectly echoed the importance of staying in the learning
to support ongoing awareness and action. There were cases where some students recognized their
own slipping backwards, including Safiya and Jina.
You tend to also, I guess forget, too- or just when you’re not applying it every day. You
just tend to kind of just go back into your niche where you never really looked at it. You
can go backwards. (Safiya, Women’s dialogue)
Right now, I’m taking two ETS courses. One is black prison writing and the other one is
Constructing Whiteness. And so I kinda feel almost like I’m being catapulted back.
Where it’s like, I don’t know why, when I was part of the intergroup dialogue course, I
felt really passionately about it. Then you just kinda forget about it. It fades, you get used
to it again, right now, this semester especially, and I feel like I’m all a sudden
remembering again and kind of reprimanding myself for ever letting myself slip away
from that. (Jina, Race & Ethnicity dialogue)
Safiya remained engaged in learning about the System, particularly at the intersections of
feminism(s), through a friendship with another Black woman. Through reengagement in two
courses that (re)immersed Jina in what she had started to learn in IGD, Jina recognized that she

This phrase is one I say often, and though I do not recall where I first learned it, it echoes what I have learned
from bell hooks (1986, 1995), Beverly Daniel Tatum (1997, 2007), and Gloria Anzaldúa (1990), among many others
from whom I have learned so much through their writing and speaking.

29
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had slipped away from her passion to learn about the System and from unlearning internalized
oppression. Jina was upset with herself for ever letting her learning slip, which she did not
recognize until she enrolled in courses that overlapped with the content she had (unintentionally)
let slide. This underscores how the slippery slope back toward hegemony can create
psychological damage, particularly among students who are at various intersections of
marginalization. In many ways, it seems that Jina’s reengagement with learning about systemic
oppression amplified her passion, as evident in her narrative and even her use of the word
“catapulted.”
Provided the regression toward the mean, the tendency to slip back to where we may
have been, it is imperative that unlearners stay at the edges of our growth and keep advancing
where those edges go. As such, one of the key take-a-ways from the narratives herein is the
importance of complicating the Cycle of Liberation early in IGD learning. Underscoring the
importance of the various stages within the Cycle of Liberation, including those that are prior to
“waking up,” can set the stage for what kind of action is possible during and after they complete
an IGD experience. These actions should incorporate those within ourselves, between others, and
as collective members working to disrupt the System.
Where there is opportunity for other conversations, students can and do come around to
recognize that when they shape their behavior and their speech and educate themselves, they are
engaged in the Cycle of Liberation, as is evidenced in some of the leading quotes for the data
chapters. Students who take IGD at CNYU are encouraged to think about how they can influence
change among others along a wide continuum and practice interpersonal and systemic change,
particularly through their group projects. Students are encouraged to engage in intrapersonal
change through dialogue in class and through feedback on their reflection papers, yet it is
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possible that students may overlook or downplay the critical nature of how these internal changes
contribute toward larger change, despite their exposure to the Cycle of Liberation (Harro, 2010).
Vasques-Scalera (2011) and Ford (2018) speak to the challenges that facilitators faced
when trying to stay engaged in social justice work.
Many facilitators felt "sucky" about what they perceived was a lack of action or "dinky
activism." While it is critical to instill in students a sense of the importance of large-scale
structural and coalitional action in order to effect change, students who emerge feeling
that this is the only type of relevant or useful action are likely to feel disempowered,
hopeless, and helpless to effect change (Vasques-Scalera, 2011, p. 210).
Facilitators had much longer and deeper engagement in IGD compared to participants, so it is
unsurprising that these sentiments were echoed among the participants for this research. This
reality underscores the critical nature of expanding the concepts of “action.” Humans are likely
to “shut down” when we feel we are not making much of a change—reframing action to
encompass the whole of the Cycle of Liberation may support ongoing engagement.
It is vitally important to normalize the always journey, most definitely among the
intersections of our privilege(s), yet also among intersections of our identit(ies) where we may
experience marginalization. We must dig deep intellectually and emotionally to understand the
nuances of systemic oppression and how the System unfolds and takes shape in our lives so that
we can understand better and determine necessary approaches to challenge the System. We must
also acknowledge how we inhabit various places along the Cycle of Liberation simultaneously.
We are a muddled mess of intersectional identities and, as illustrated in the prior chapters, there
are many examples of students who were in varying places along the Cycle of Liberation, even
while engaging in interpersonal or systemic action - sometimes even within one intersection of
identity.
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Advocacy for Self and Beyond
Through IGD, many of the participants learned how to listen more deeply, attune with
empathy, and act with compassionate conviction among self, others, and toward system change.
The participants did this across identities of privilege and marginalization, though there were
some differences in action across identities among the examples included that deserve
explication and discussion.
Advocacy as Agency: Points of Marginalization
It is well documented and asserted that it is not the obligation of marginalized persons to
speak out about injustice, nor is it their responsibility to speak up when their experiences or
presence have been ignored or belittled, or when curriculum is not shaped to center their
experiences and perspectives (e.g., Gist et al., 2019; Kohli, 2019; Tatum, 2019). It is the
necessity of those with privilege to learn more about their role in upholding the System, the
mechanisms of the System, and to grow in comfort with discomfort to speak out and challenge
the System at the relevant intersections of those privilege(s) (e.g., Adaway, 2021; hooks, 1995;
Rosales Meza, 2020; Tatum, 2007, 2019).
At the same time, at intersections of their marginalization many participants indicated an
increased sense of empowerment to publicly claim their self-worth—to take back what others try
to take from them—their visibility and right to be embodied in the space then and there (Taylor,
2018). It is this recognition and action within one's agency, this sense of empowerment, that so
many of the students throughout this dissertation have amplified. In the various sections on
"educating others,” many of the students who were speaking back at intersections where they
experience systemic marginalization, did so to underscore their right to be present and heard and,
in many cases, to educate those with/to whom they were speaking.
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This is a case of both/and, not either/or in many instances—a push beyond binaries—and
is certainly for the agent to define whether their experience is burdensome and/or empowering
and/or a host of various possibilities. Speaking up in the face of marginalization with family,
peers, classrooms, and/or at spaces of work may empower the speaker to claim agency, space,
and one’s worth and value. These dissertation data suggest that sometimes speaking up in these
cases can be mainly for the speaker, although the parties present have the opportunity to learn
and expand if they deeply and openly listen. As such, these data underscore the importance of
seeking understanding of such actions beyond binaries and expanding meaning making to the
both/and, as well as beyond.
Advocacy as Responsibility: Points of Privilege
Some examples in the data chapters illustrated when participants challenged themselves,
others, and larger systems from their positions of privilege. When these moments of recognition
and vocal speaking up happened, they were often at intersections of LGBTQ+ rights/identity,
challenging anti-blackness, and/or educational equity. There were also examples where one’s
privilege was unacknowledged or where a participant focused on the marginalized at that
intersection of identity versus their responsibilities from a position of privilege to interrogate
their own identity deeper (Adaway, 2021; hooks, 1995; Rosales Meza, 2020; Tatum, 2007,
2019). These examples happened among some heterosexual students’ usage of the term
“homosexual” and in at least three white women’s push to focus on BIPOC identities. To change
the System, it is imperative that we advocate for equity and liberation at the intersection(s) of our
privileges (Adaway, 2021; hooks, 1995; Oluo, 2019a; Tatum, 2007). Various student narratives
discussed in the data chapters point to the necessity of growth in this area, both in terms of
increasing self-recognition and building comfort and skill to interrupt the status quo.
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It is possible that some students’ reluctance could be based in not wanting to overstep,
speak for, or overall fear of getting it wrong. Many of those inclinations are at the intersection of
characteristics that are held up by patriarchy and whiteness, such as: perfectionism,
defensiveness, right to comfort, and fear of open conflict (Okun, 2021). IGD works to challenge
these and more of the characteristics common among intersections of privilege. There is no final
destination in our learning; unlearning is a worthwhile always work and it is intersectional.
Internalized Oppression
Considering that at least four of the racially marginalized students spoke to how they are
on the journey of unlearning internalized oppression, or brought forward themes of such, it is
important to circle back to this emerging theme here. Some of the participants spoke about
processing and unlearning internalized oppression at great length; internalized oppression was a
distinguishing theme in Jina’s narrative and self-reflection at the time of the interview. These
were amplified within her experiences of being an outsider-within church environments away
from her hometown, as well as while studying and visiting Korea (Hill Collins, 1990; Hong,
2020).
Jina had a lot to say and revisited the theme of internalized oppression several times
throughout the interview. I found it notable that at one point in our time together, she asked me if
I thought something was an example of internalized oppression, with what felt like much
concern in her voice.
J: I’m still really good friends with my Korean American friends from church though,
from high school.
C: From your home church.
J: Mmhmm. Yep. But, that’s about it. [extended pause] I don’t know, would that be a
form of internalized oppression?
C: <quieter> That’s not for me to say.
J: mm
C: <extended pause> It’s probably something to think about?

232
J: oh yea. I’ve always wondered why I couldn’t just join a group of Koreans and feel
comfortable. I’ve always wondered that. My sister I feel hasn’t had that issue. But I’ve
always had that issue. (Jina, Race & Ethnicity dialogue)
My racial status and privilege as white layered how I heard her question for input on whether her
experience was internalized oppression. It is possible, if not likely, she was asking since she
knew I had co-facilitated dialogue, though the overlapping nature of my race remains notable.
Jina seemed to need someone to voice this with and perhaps found it hard to do so; I am grateful
and honored that she felt comfortable enough to bring these concerns into our time together.
Though some literature mentions IGD students’ struggles with internalized oppression (Ford &
Malaney, 2012; Irizarry & Raible, 2014; Zúñiga et al., 2012), there seem to be no published IGD
research that focuses on this important challenge to the System in ways that Inez, Jina, and
Safiya other racially minoritized students seem to indicate is needed. By contrast, it is relatively
easy to find literature about the emotions that white students brush up against when they learn
about systemic oppression, particularly white guilt, within IGD literature (e.g., Alimo, 2012;
Ford, 2012, 2018b) and among literature within SJE, it is even more common (e.g., Applebaum,
2017; Berlak, 2004; Case & Hemmings, 2005; hooks, 1995; Hytten & Warren, 2003; Jones,
1999; Thompson, 2003; Warren, 2003). The mention of guilt that students from marginalized
identities feel when they learn about and then come to recognize internalized oppression within
their thoughts and behaviors is limited within IGD (Ford & Malaney, 2012; Zúñiga et al., 2012)
and even outside of IGD, few are research-based explorations of this issue (e.g., Kohli, 2014;
Trieu & Lee, 2017). Of the research among student teachers of Color, Kohli (2014) writes,
“Others shared that it was helpful to discuss this complex topic openly, as it was at times
connected to feelings of shame or guilt. Data revealed that guided dialogue helped them develop
a more critical understanding of the impact of racism on their self and worldview” (p 378). It
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remains consistent for participants of this project that learning to recognize and subsequently
unpack internalized oppression was pivotal for their journey to self-discovery and recognition
and use of their agency.
(Additional) Future Research
Through the course of conducting, analyzing, and writing this dissertation, several
potential projects pinged in my mind. These possibilities represent what rose to the surface and
are not inclusive of all potential research projects that could or may come from these data. I
encourage the reader to allow possibilities to dance in your mind and grab ahold of what pulls
you to it. Perhaps some threads have already been drawn and are being woven into your future
story and project(s).
Returning to what was discussed above in this chapter, as well as in the data chapters,
more research and engagement is needed at the intersections of IGD and marginalized identities
and post-dialogue actions and outcomes. Some of these possible research topics include:
overlaps of IGD with agency development, processing/unlearning internalized oppression, and
how students (do or do not) engage with friends and family at the intersection(s) of their
marginalization.
Various themes surfaced in this work and were not engaged with deeply, for varying
reasons, and deserve deeper exploration. One emerging theme in this project was the ways that
IGD may have supported students’ expansion of notions of masculinity in those who identified
as men—as evidenced by the outcomes from Darius, Jason, and Chris. Provided the limited
number of participants who identified as men and the qualitative nature of this research, deeper
exploration into the ways that IGD may or may not encourage and support the range of
expressions of masculinity for participants across genders is warranted. Another theme that
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surfaced was along the lines of how IGD supports students’ racial identity development among
BIPOC and white students (Tatum, 2007). Engaging in this theme was beyond the scope of this
dissertation and my area of expertise. It is important to remain cognizant that identity
development is not static nor binary, that it is a process with multiple locations possible
simultaneously and we do not progress smoothly along all tracks at the same time.
Additionally, though participants of this research mentioned various coursework beyond
IGD that they took, it was not a focus of the research. Future research should explore the ways
that coursework prior to, during, and after IGD enrollment influences student action. This
research is a prime opportunity for quantitative exploration since there is the possibility to
control for these and other variables to potentially isolate IGD’s influence. Similarly,
longitudinal research should explore if and how IGD influences students’ career trajectory, in
selection of majors/minors, internship interest(s), and application of IGD learning within their
career.
Along the lines of possible research that overlaps with students’ engagement with family
and friends, there is a wealth of possible future research. Among these possibilities includes
questions such as: For students more conflict avoidant, what tools did IGD introduce that led
them to speak their mind more clearly; How might attachment styles overlap with willingness to
challenge (close) friends and family (Miles & Mallinckrodt, 2017); In what ways does students’
exposure and/or (dis)comfort with conflict prior to IGD influence their likelihood to discuss IGD
learning or engage in attempts to educate family or friends after IGD? These questions are
beyond the scope of this work, or my current field, yet echoes back to my master’s degree in
clinical psychology and is worthy of exploration.
Finally, these student narrative data and accompanying analyses support and provide
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grounding to the Cycle of Liberation (Harro, 2010) and the Action Continuum (Griffin & Harro,
1982/1997; Wijeyesinghe et al., 1997). Both are frequently used concepts and frameworks within
IGD programs; this study offers evidence of how students’ application of IGD learning maps
onto the Cycle of Liberation. These data thus call for additional research that applies these
models as a lens of analyses to understand student action. Additionally, the Cycle of Liberation
as a lens of analysis can and should move beyond individuals as a unit of analyses; applying this
lens to better understand organization’s actions along the Cycle of Liberation and/or Action
Continuum is worthy of examination and would help to reveal impacts of policies and
organizational culture.
IGD Program and Pedagogy Recommendations
The recommendations below are intended to shed light on what some of the data from
this research revealed. It is likely that many programs are already engaging in these actions.
These recommendations come out of student narratives and serve as reminders to programs
and/or facilitators as to what students may find useful to their experience(s) during and after IGD
enrollment.
Students who participated in this research learned to recognize their intersections of
identities, including their privilege(s). As highlighted above, although several students engaged
in advocacy, support, and coalition building at intersections of privilege, there were fewer
examples of participants actively engaging to challenge the status quo or interrupt hegemony at
the intersection of their privilege. To effectively challenge and change the System, we need to
engage in informed action where we hold unearned privileges. One way to increase involvement
at this intersection is for intergroup and intragroup dialogues to unpack the many ways that
students can advocate and participate in responsible social justice action at the intersection(s) of
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their privilege(s) as they continue to learn more about the ways their privileged identities shape
theirs and others reality.
To support learning and action at the intersections of marginalized and privileged
identities, it is also vital that there are networks for social justice advocates to engage with peers
and mentors on a similar journey. Sleeter (2007) writes of the importance of sustained support
for new teachers and the same could be said for budding activists:
Beginning teachers are much more likely to learn to teach well if they have sustained
support over the first two or three years of teaching. Support during the first two or three
years of teaching is most effective when it combines sustained workshops about
pedagogy with classroom coaching. (p. 188)
Building a system of support for students to continue to engage in the work that IGD encourages
would help to advance a more equitable world. It was evident that students desired this kind of
support beyond the IGD classroom. Participants provided several examples about the support
they appreciate from their friends, including yearning and seeking out deep relationships where
they can talk about social injustice. Some students also specifically spoke to how they desired
deeper support in their learning about social injustice, which illustrated ways that they felt lonely
and/or isolated in their actions along the Cycle of Liberation with limited to no friends they could
engage with on these topics after their IGD course ended.
Ford (2018b) wrote "the fact that a few IGD facilitators, who were highly trained, skilled,
and involved in this work, chose to disengage speaks to the fragility of social justice education
and the need for continual support" (p. 129). Considering that students do not receive the same
depth of training or duration of exposure within an IGD space, it is strongly recommended that
IGD programs cultivate student-led groups and/or centers on campus to support ongoing
learning, growth, and all levels of action on the Cycle of Liberation. Such programs may help
cultivate continued growth in dialogic communication, help students embrace and put their
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aspirations for post-college action into motion, and may inspire non-IGD peers to become
engaged toward social justice learning and action. Depending upon success, it may be possible to
pair with campus alumnx networks to continue connection within dialogue after college
departure. 30
Lastly, Stephanie’s experience, highlighted at the end of the Intrapersonal Action data
chapter, underscores the importance of every conversation and thread and the delicate nature of
attuning to hurt in the IGD classroom. Kardia and Sevig (2001) share in their work, "and it is a
skill to respond to pain, either within ourselves or in others, in a way that promotes healing rather
than additional injury" (p. 263). Stephanie believed she wrote about her perspective on an article
critiquing “Tiger Moms” in her essays, yet she felt her experience and reality was pushed aside
and that Eurocentrism was valued over her more international experience. In this case, a oneminute paper or individual witnessing with a facilitator, followed up by classroom engagement if
she felt willing, may have been beneficial for Stephanie to re-engage and to be witnessed in her
pain, which may have brought her back into dialogue and possibly introduced a broader lens with
compassionate attention to a wider array of culture to the IGD section. Unfortunately, this
experience was relatively early in the semester and Stephanie stated she closed off her
willingness to engage deeply.
This and other students’ experiences point to the benefit of framing IGD not as a safe
space, and instead as a brave space (Arao & Clemens, 2013). As Arao & Clemens (2103) have
posited, the label of a “safe space” can lead participants to feel anger when they feel pushed out
of their comfort zones. Yet, what if we leaned into lessons from transformative justice and
utilized dialogic methods to meet discomfort and difficult interactions with witnessing and a
Not all students graduate from their college experience. It is my view that early departure from college should not
limit students from access to such connections and support.

30
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willingness to be accountable for the ways we may perpetuate harm (brown, 2017, 2021)?
Classrooms that foster brave spaces provide support and structure for students to be vulnerable,
self-reflect, and lean into change at the edges of their comfort—for themselves, those with whom
they are in relationship, and for larger systems. Co-building brave spaces with participants, and
repetitively labeling them as such, may foster growth toward more in-depth awareness of social
justice issues and systems, as well as the willingness to keep returning to engage in hard, brave
work. It may benefit IGD to engage in some of this brave work in intragroup dialogues (Ford,
2018a), particularly as a way to provide marginalized members “refueling spaces” (Tatum, 2019,
p. 86) and to encourage honest and deeper reflection for dominant students to name and be
accountable to one another for the ways they/we have perpetuated harm, while attending to the
emotional safety of marginalized students.
Revisiting Limitations
A more in-depth discussion of limitations is in the Methods chapter. However, as the
reader off-ramps from this research journey, they are encouraged to keep in mind that this was
and remains a qualitative project in its purest sense. As with all qualitative research, the results
gathered in this project are not generalizable (Bogden & Biklen, 2003). These data and analysis
are meant to add more layers to the ever-changing and growing field of literature that focuses on
IGD courses, particularly on the outcomes of IGD, namely layering voices of students’ actions
along the Cycle of Liberation in ways that addresses gaps in the literature for such actions after
IGD completion and prior to departure from the institution. Though the limited voices here
cannot be generalized, it is notable that the none of the participants of this project identified as
Native students or white men, as such, the field of IGD research would be further informed with
these voices.
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Several of the participants previously, concurrently, or subsequently enrolled in courses
where IGD content, a focus on learning about systemic inequality, overlapped and was
reinforced. As such, their learning about systemic inequality, advocacy, and liberation can
overlap with material from other courses, which does not detract from the meaning and
importance of that learning in IGD. It remains consistent that the process and pedagogy of IGD
was unique to many of the participants’ classroom experiences and they applied these processes
in subsequent spaces in and outside of the higher education classroom. Indeed, that style of
learning they accessed in IGD was necessary for many students to come to understand the
content in the ways that they articulated in their narratives, which was evident in tangible ways
in these data, as well as indirectly.
Where Do We Go Now?
As IGD practitioners, facilitators, and researchers, it is our responsibility to continually
adapt to participants needs as we understand them and to seek additional understanding of their
lived-experiences. The ripple effects of participants' experiences are beyond our understanding in
a matter of tangibility, yet is evident in their narratives in many ways. The interactions they have
with themselves shapes how they engage with others. When they choose to engage with the
content of IGD with others, those interactions have the potential to shape the ways their peers,
families, colleagues, and perhaps strangers understand and engage in the world. IGD participants
make an impact on the world that both disrupts and maintains the System. Considering various
students’ challenges to remain engaged in the Cycle of Liberation, and their discomfort
educating others, and uncertainty at times for where they can make an impact on the System,
IGD participants would benefit from additional support and community after the conclusion of
the IGD experience (Ford & Lipkin, 2018b; Vasquez-Scalera, 1999). Such support may
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encourage them to remain engaged in the Cycle of Liberation; outcomes of such support may
ripple beyond our capacity to currently imagine. There are many possibilities for how this
support may materialize, including, but not limited to: student-led IGD organizations; informal
gathering spaces for current and prior IGD participants; IGD committees, including students, that
organize events and speakers on campus throughout the semester for dialogic engagement; and
mentor programs between former IGD students in the workforce and those still in the associated
college or university who completed IGD and are interested in how to apply their learning in
deeper ways.
Institutions of higher education are microcosms of the national landscape discussed in the
introduction. As such, colleges and universities are rife with examples of complicity and
perpetuation of the System and its material implications for marginalized members, particularly
at the intersection of race (Kezar et al., 2018), though certainly among all intersections of
privilege and marginalization. This is a reality that has been accentuated as communication gaps
between ideological differences have expanded and college campuses have experienced
increased incidences of racism (Kezar et al., 2018). In many of these cases, students and student
groups involved in campus activism have challenged the respective institutions’ culture of settler
colonialism and white supremacy and call upon administrators to address and repair the harm
caused by individuals and groups and that are overtly or indirectly supported the campus culture
(Best Colleges, 2020).
The recommendations of two related American Council on Education reports (Fries-Britt
et al., 2020; Kezar et al., 2018) highlight the necessity for higher education administrators to
utilize communication approaches that mirror what has been underscored by the students’
narratives in this dissertation—approaches that are central to IGD: “active listening, speaking
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from the heart, and ‘acting with’” (Kezar et al., 2018, p. ix). Furthermore, in these exchanges, it
is important that administrators overtly acknowledge and attend to the power-over privilege of
their positions—whether in communication with students, faculty, or staff—and identify and
implement possible solutions with those directly impacted, not for them (Adaway, 2021; Alcoff,
1991; Fries-Britt et al., 2020). Attempts to dialogue across differences without attending to
power and privilege undermines the process and reifies the ways that power and privilege are
unspoken and normalized in society and thus the lack of doing so, a seemingly neutral act, is in
fact an act of complicity with and perpetuation of the System (e.g., Adaway, 2021; Mohanty,
2003; Tatum, 1997).
As we educate college goers toward (increased) social justice awareness and inclusion,
and encourage them to disrupt the System, higher education must employ key administrators
who do their work to deeply listen and work toward a more inclusive educational landscape and
prioritize the training of staff and faculty to change the culture of higher education (Adaway,
2021; Frank, 2003; Waterman, 2013); this includes, where possible, shifts to the Board of
Trustees at such institutions. Higher education administrators cannot expect equity and inclusion
on their campuses if they continue to require of students an openness to diversity, embracing
learning of difference, and recognition of the relevancy and value of diversity in a global society
without also demanding the same of its administrators, especially those who hold prominent
roles at these institutions. The students’ actions revealed throughout this dissertation can serve as
lessons equally important for higher education administrators. As such, administrators must
move beyond diversity as rhetoric of speeches and reports and implement culture change
processes that center diversity, equity, and inclusion, both as a means of authenticity to stated
values and to materially recognize the lived-importance of these values for all members of the
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respective institutions. These actions need to be evident intrapersonally, interpersonally, and
systemically.
Yet higher education continues to prioritize dominant voices, particularly those that
affirm standards of whiteness (Adaway, 2021; Truesdell et al., 2017). If we expect and train
students to attune to the ways that the System is perpetuated, do we then ignore these students
when they name the spaces and places where the System puts their learning and living at college
at risk of ongoing harm? As the title of Frank’s (2003) article states, “if they come, we should
listen,” more specifically, administrators, faculty, and staff should listen through the processes of
IGD: suspending judgement, attending to their experiences, and seek to understand with
compassion and care. 31 Such processes have the potential to transform culture if we put what we
learn into action, leaning into identifying ways to directly address student needs in ways
informed by students: with, not for (Alcoff, 1991). As underscored numerous times in this and
prior chapters with examples of participants’ learning and doing, organizations’ learning and
doing must be similarly ongoing while inequality persists (Fries-Britt et al., 2020). The students’
narratives in this dissertation highlight the ways that through IGD and subsequent application of
their learning, these participants grew in comfort with the discomfort of conflict: these students’
experiences invite administrators to learn to do likewise, which would benefit the culture of their
institutions (Adaway, 2021).
The processes of dialogue and the ways they continue to be meaningful for students in
classroom spaces beyond IGD, even when dialogue is not directly utilized by faculty, and in their
It remains true that listening is a two-way street and for those who wish to challenge the System, it is vital that
power dynamics are attended to and those in power-up positions prioritize the necessity of active listening and
witnessing to better understand the dynamics of power and where change within self and associated policies needs to
occur. This holds true for when conflict is among and between those who work at these institutions; whereby those
in power-over positions have a greater responsibility to recognize their power and listen more openly and deeply and
suspend a rush to solutions, especially when such solutions are directly informed by and designed with those who
are most directly impacted.
31
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day-to-day lives, underscores the importance of expanding the utilization of dialogic
communication and IGD pedagogy beyond typical courses. As such, institutions of higher
education that wish to advance equity, to live up to the rhetoric of speech in their actions, would
do well to widen the support and implementation of IGD pedagogy to first-year student courses,
entry-level major courses across the curriculum, and to advanced-level seminar courses.
Considering the repeated ways that participants underscored their continued application of the
processes of IGD, it would be beneficial for these processes to be infused within as many courses
as possible. College courses do not have to engage with the same content as IGD in order to
implement IGD processes within the classroom. The value of the outcomes of these processes
are evident in this project, as well among many research projects covered in the literature review.
As was revealed in four participants narratives, who majored in or previously majored in
mass communications, there are various spaces within higher education where this culture
change and shift in approach is ever so necessary to increase the attention to and address material
consequences of ongoing complicity and participation in racism and other manifestations of the
System. It would be beneficial for institutions of higher education to widely survey student
experiences in and outside the classroom in the university environment, to assess their needs and
desires for their education. These critical data should be analyzed to determine whether the
current state of the respective campus environment is aligned with the stated core values,
mission, and vision of the respective institutions. Improving equity and inclusion in higher
education requires openness to change and embracing and engaging in approaches that centers
the most marginalized (Adaway, 2021; Truesdell et al., 2017; Waterman, 2013).
The participants’ narratives in this project illustrated both the actions and inactions of
former IGD students through the lens of the Cycle of Liberation. Action all along the Cycle of
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Liberation is critical to challenge and dismantle the System. It is my hope that these student
voices will encourage facilitators to utilize the Cycle of Liberation as a tool and model to
motivate action at all levels of our being and doing. Beyond the IGD space, I hope that these data
propel those of us who seek to dismantle the System to continue to engage in (un)learning, fully
participate in conversations with accomplices on the journey, and join solidarity movements that
implement sustained actions to reshape our collective futures.

245
Appendices
Appendix A. E-Mail Solicitation(s) for Research Participants Appendix A: E-Mail
Initial Email Request for Research Participation – Sent by the Intergroup Dialogue
Program
Subject: Opportunity to talk about dialogue – research participant request
Hi, <name>.
The Intergroup Dialogue Program wanted to let you know about an opportunity for you
to share your intergroup dialogue experiences. A doctoral student in the Cultural
Foundations of Education department at SU, Crista C Gray, is looking for participants for
her research. <removed for confidentiality> Her topic, “After the Class: Intergroup
dialogue students' experiences,” calls upon former dialogue students to engage in a
conversation/interview with her about their experiences in the class and what shape their
lives have taken after the end of the class. You may also be asked to participate in other
aspects of her research, described below. Involvement in any part of the study is
voluntary, so you may choose to participate or not.
In two weeks time, we will give Crista access to limited information about former
intergroup dialogue students so that she can email you directly. She will be given your
name, email address, and what semester you enrolled in and completed your intergroup
dialogue course. If you do not want her to have access to this information for her
research, please reply to this email and let us know that you do not wish to be recruited
for participation in this particular research.
If you think you may like to participate in this research and talk about intergroup
dialogue, your experiences in and out of class, and other related information, you may
contact Crista directly, even prior to her email directly to you – <email>
<Signature>,
<removed for confidentiality>
Program Coordinator – Intergroup Dialogue Program
Additional descriptions of her research are below and in her words:
Hi, IGD alum!
My name is Crista C Gray, and I am a doctoral/graduate student in Cultural Foundations
of Education at Syracuse University. I hope that this finds you well. Since you have
participated in an intergroup dialogue course(s), I am interested in learning more about
your experiences and your experiences on campus and off campus since completion of
the course(s). You will be asked to participate in individual interviews with me; if it is
determined to be useful, additional interviews beyond the first might be requested to
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discuss more of your experience. This will take approximately one to one and a half
hours of your time for each interview at a mutually agreeable campus location. You are
under no obligation to complete an interview, a follow-up interview, or to volunteer for
the study.
You will be asked to provide a copy of your final paper(s) from when you took an
intergroup dialogue course to use as data to help me understand your process of learning
during the course. Providing the final paper is not required for you to participate in the
study.
Depending upon the nature and content of your individual interview, you may be asked to
participate in a focus group to discuss the commonalities and differences among the main
ideas that surface from all of the individual interviews conducted among multiple
participants. This would take approximately one and a half to two hours of your time.
You are under no obligation to participate in a focus group.
This research, once completed, may help other professionals and professors understand
how students use or do not use the knowledge from intergroup dialogue courses once
students complete the course. The information you would provide – by way of talking
about your experiences – can help clarify and contextualize the complicated processes of
learning about the topics covered in an intergroup dialogue course. Additional
information on the nuances of these processes and experiences in and out of the
classroom may help reshape intergroup dialogue curriculum and/or other courses’
curriculum and encourage the development of opportunities for such learning among
community members beyond a college/university.
If you would like to participate, please contact me at <removed for confidentiality> or by
phone at <removed for confidentiality> to schedule an interview, or for further
information. My faculty advisor, Dr. Gretchen Lopez, can be reached at <removed for
confidentiality>, with the subject line, “Gray Research.”
Thank you for considering participating.
Initial Email Request for Research Participation – Sent by Crista C Gray
Subject: Wanna talk about dialogue? Request for research participation.
Hi, <name>.
My name is Crista C Gray, and I am a doctoral/graduate student in Cultural Foundations
of Education at Syracuse University. A few weeks ago you received an email from
<removed for confidentiality> letting you know that I’d be contacting you to ask you if
you’d like to talk about your dialogue experiences. I am inviting you to participate in a
research study entitled “After the Class: Intergroup dialogue students' experiences.”
Involvement in the study is voluntary, so you may choose to participate or not.
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I am interested in learning more about your experiences during and after participation in
an intergroup dialogue course(s), including your experiences on campus and off campus
since completion of the course(s). If you agree, you will be asked to participate in
individual interviews with me; if it is determined to be useful, additional interviews
beyond the first might be requested to discuss more of your experience. This will take
approximately one to one and a half hours of your time for each interview at a mutually
agreeable campus location. You are under no obligation to complete an interview or
volunteer for the study.
I will ask you to provide a copy of your final paper(s) from when you took an intergroup
dialogue course to use as data to help me understand your process of learning during the
course. Providing the final paper is not required for you to participate in the study.
Depending upon the nature and content of your individual interview, you may be asked to
participate in a focus group to discuss the commonalities and differences among the main
ideas that surface from all of the individual interviews conducted among multiple
participants. This would take approximately one to one and a half hours of your time.
You are under no obligation to participate in a focus group.
This research, once completed, may help other professionals and professors understand
how students use or do not use the knowledge from intergroup dialogue courses once
students complete the course. The information you would provide can help clarify and
contextualize the complicated processes of learning about the topics covered in an
intergroup dialogue course. Additional information on the nuances of these processes and
experiences in and out of the classroom, which would be gathered based upon your
expertise/experiences, may help reshape intergroup dialogue curriculum and encourage
the development of opportunities for such learning among community members beyond a
college/university.
If you would like to participate, please contact me at <removed for confidentiality>
to schedule an interview, or for further information. My faculty advisor, Dr. Gretchen
Lopez, can be reached at <removed for confidentiality>, with the subject line, “Gray
Research.”
Thank you for considering participating.
Follow-up Email Request for Research Participation (for three weeks after initial request,
sent only to those who did not respond in any way) – Sent by Crista C Gray
Subject: Follow-up request for research participation – Wanna talk about dialogue?
My name is Crista C Gray, and I am a doctoral/graduate student in Cultural Foundations
of Education at Syracuse University. I sent out an email about three weeks ago and want
to follow up on my initial request now that perhaps you have had some time to consider
it.
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I am inviting you to participate in a research study entitled “After the Class: Intergroup
dialogue students' experiences.” Involvement in the study is voluntary, so you may
choose to participate or not.
I am interested in learning more about your experiences having participated in an
intergroup dialogue course(s) and your experiences on campus and off campus since
completion of the course(s). You will be asked to participate in individual interviews with
me; if it is determined to be useful, additional interviews beyond the first might be
requested to discuss more of your experience. This will take approximately one to one
and a half hours of your time for each interview at a mutually agreeable campus location.
You are under no obligation to complete an interview or volunteer for the study.
You will be asked to provide a copy of your final paper(s) from when you took an
intergroup dialogue course to use as data to help me understand your process of learning
during the course. Providing the final paper is not required for you to participate in the
study.
Depending upon the nature and content of your individual interview, you may be asked to
participate in a focus group to discuss the commonalities and differences among the main
ideas that surface from all of the individual interviews conducted among multiple
participants. This would take approximately one to one and a half hours of your time.
You are under no obligation to participate in a focus group.
This research, once completed, may help other professionals and professors understand
how students use or do not use the knowledge from intergroup dialogue courses once
students complete the course. The information you would provide can help clarify and
contextualize the complicated processes of learning about the topics covered in an
intergroup dialogue course. Additional information on the nuances of these processes and
experiences in and out of the classroom may help reshape intergroup dialogue curriculum
and encourage the development of opportunities for such learning among community
members beyond a college/university.
If you would like to participate, please contact me at <removed for confidentiality> to
schedule an interview, or for further information. My faculty advisor, Dr. Gretchen
Lopez, can be reached at <removed for confidentiality>, with the subject line, “Gray
Research.”
Thank you for considering participating.
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Email Request for Focus Group Participation
After the Class: Intergroup dialogue students' experiences
We have already talked about some of your experiences from an intergroup dialogue
course(s) and your experiences on campus and off campus since completion of the
course(s) and our discussions have been very valuable. I have interviewed several other
students who have also taken intergroup dialogue courses. I am now interested in talking
more about these experiences as they fit within and extend beyond multiple experiences. I
would like to talk about these experiences in a focus group. This focus group will be
composed of about six to eight students who I have already interviewed at least once,
including you if you wish. This will take approximately 90 minutes of your time for each
focus group, with the possibility of having more than one focus group meeting, in a
mutually agreeable location.
In so doing, I am looking for your assistance in discussing the overall similarities
between and differences among various experiences. We will not be discussing the
details of individuals’ experiences discussed in interviews; rather, we will be discussing
overall main ideas. You are welcome to share your own individual experiences in the
focus groups if you so choose. Your participation in this focus group will increase the
likelihood that I understand your experiences, and that of others, as best as possible.
Involvement in the focus group is voluntary, so you may choose to participate or not.
If you would like to participate, please reply to me at <removed for confidentiality> to
discuss scheduling for the focus group, or for further information. If so desired, my
faculty advisor, Dr. Gretchen Lopez, can be reached at <removed for confidentiality>,
with the subject line, “Gray Research.”
Thank you for considering participating.
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Attachment B. Interview and Focus Group Questions
Interview question examples
1. To your recollection, what were the reasons you wanted to take an intergroup dialogue
course?
2. How might you describe this course and experience to those who are unfamiliar with
intergroup dialogue?
3. What experience(s) in the intergroup dialogue course are the most vivid in your mind?
Can you share those experiences with me?
4. Describe for me how you view yourself before the class and how that might be similar or
different to how you view yourself now.
5. What did you learn about yourself from taking this course?
6. What about the process(es) of dialogue do you continue to use? Can you give me any
examples of how?
7. How do you use your knowledge from intergroup dialogue since you completed the
course?
8. Is there anything else about your experience in intergroup dialogue or in general that you
wanted to share?
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Appendix C. Informed Consent Paperwork
Individual Interviews
After the Class: Intergroup dialogue students' experiences
My name is Crista C Gray, and I am a doctoral/graduate student in Cultural Foundations of
Education at Syracuse University. I am inviting you to participate in a research study.
Involvement in the study is voluntary, so you may choose to participate or not. This sheet will
explain the study to you. Please feel free to ask questions about the research, if you have any. I
will be happy to explain anything in detail if you wish.
I am interested in learning more about your experiences in an intergroup dialogue course(s) (at
CNYU) and your experiences on campus and off campus since completion of the course(s). You
will be asked to participate in one or two individual interviews with me. If it is determined to be
useful, additional interviews beyond the first might be requested to discuss more of your
experience; you are under no obligation to complete any interview. This will take approximately
one to two hours of your time for each interview.
Data Collection and Usage of Data.
As a part of the research, I would like to audio and video record our interview to capture the
content. Permission for either audio or video recording is needed for your participation. You
may not want to be recorded in either fashion, if this is the case, I am happy to talk with you
about your experiences, yet unfortunately I am unable to use your experiences as a part of my
research.
The audio recording will be transcribed for verbal content. When the study is complete and my
dissertation is finished, the audio files will be destroyed along with the consent forms. The
transcriptions will be kept indefinitely.
Where permission is granted to video record the interview, including possible use of Internet
video (e.g., Skype or Apple iChat) where this is mutually agreeable, any of the content may be
used in my dissertation presentation, conference presentations, as online journal supplements, or
for other academically valid purposes. In addition, but separate to my research, you will be asked
whether you would consent to allow the Intergroup Dialogue Program to use the video for
program recruitment and/or to educate others about intergroup dialogue courses and students
perspectives of their experiences after these courses are over. If you grant permission for any of
these purposes, the video recordings would be kept indefinitely, would be edited as needed for
the specific purpose (academic purposes or Intergroup Dialogue purposes, as applicable), may be
available online, and may be used online beyond my own control. Where permission is not given
for either purpose of video recordings (academic or programmatic) then only audio recording
would be used. Permission to use your likeness in presentations or as supplemental data for other
academic venues is not required for participation in the research.
With your permission, I would like a copy of your final paper(s) from when you took an
intergroup dialogue course to use as data to help me understand your process of learning during
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the course and your stated expectations for after the course ended. Providing the final paper is
not required for you to participate in the study. If you allow me to use your final paper, you may
either submit it to me electronically or grant me permission to gain access to it through the
Intergroup Dialogue Program.
These data would be accessible to my faculty advisor and me in any form. Unless permission for
use of video is granted, only my advisor, a transcriptionist, and I would have access to hear your
likeness (voice); all who have this access to the recorded data are in agreement to maintain your
confidentiality. Transcripts of the data will have your agreed upon research name attached to
them and a brief description of you, but not descriptions that would easily compromise your
identity where such expectations are set-up (see “Confidentiality” below). Again, where use of
video is granted, your confidentiality cannot be guaranteed and any persons are granted
permission to view the interview contents.
Confidentiality – protecting your identity.
Provided you agree to the use of video, you may also wish to use your personal name in the
research instead of a made up name (pseudonym). You are given this option since your identity
would be clear in the use of video. However, you may still prefer a made-up name instead of the
use of your given name. If you agree to the use of video, the interview will not be confidential.
If you choose, I will use a pseudonym – a made-up name that either you or I may choose –
instead of your own name whenever anything you say is represented in the data.
Where only audio recording is used, only my faculty advisor and I will have the key to indicate
which pseudonym belongs to which participant. As such, all information will be kept
confidential. In any articles I write or any presentations that I make, I will use your pseudonym,
and I will not reveal details or I will change details about you that might make it easy for others
to determine who you are.
You are allowed to change your mind at any time during data collection regarding your
preference for using your actual name or a made-up name for research publications.
Implications, Risks, and Benefits.
This research, once completed, may help other professionals and professors understand how
students use or do not use the knowledge from intergroup dialogue courses once students
complete the course. The information you would provide can help clarify and contextualize the
complicated processes of learning about the topics covered in an intergroup dialogue course.
With additional information on the nuances of these processes and experiences in and out of the
classroom, it is possible to provide opportunities for such learning to areas that stretch beyond
the undergraduate classroom.
The risks to you of participating in this study are that you might feel fearful and reluctant to
disclose some personal stories relating to issues of oppression and privilege. If Internet video is
used as an interview tool, it is possible that you may be reluctant or uneasy about sharing your
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experiences in this manner. For some participants, engaging in the interview may lead to mental
fatigue and it is possible that answering some questions might cause some discomfort or raise
questions that you may or may not feel the need to address. These risks will be minimized by the
voluntary nature of the research. You are always permitted to not answer any question with
which you are uncomfortable.
By taking part in the research you may experience the following benefits: the ability to talk about
your process of learning, share your life and learning experiences, and also dialogue about social
justice issues that are typically not discussed openly in society. Students often contact the
Intergroup Dialogue Program staff or their co-facilitators and share that they miss the engaging
conversation that occurred in the classroom. This research may provide one small space where
this need/desire may be met. Discussing these issues and your actions and desires for the future
may refresh your knowledge of the content and process of intergroup dialogue courses.
You are under no obligation to take part in this study. If you decide to take part and later no
longer wish to continue, you have the right to withdraw from the study at any time up until its
completion, without penalty. If you withdraw from the study, I will not use the data that has been
collected unless express permission is granted to do so.
If you have any questions, concerns, or complaints about the research, contact Crista Gray at
ccgray@syr.edu or Gretchen Lopez, PhD at <removed for confidentiality> If you have any
questions about your rights as a research participant, you have questions, concerns, or complaints
that you wish to address to someone other than the investigator or advisor, or if you cannot reach
the investigator, contact the CNYU Institutional Review Board at (redacted).
If it becomes necessary or desirable, counseling services are available at the University
Counseling Center, (address and phone number redacted)
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Signing below indicates that I have read the three-page interview consent form, all of my
questions have been answered, I am over the age of 18, I will voluntarily participate in this
research study, and I have received a copy of the above consent form.
Initial beside the condition(s) that apply.
Recording your likeness
___ I AGREE to be audio recorded.
___ I AGREE to be video recorded.

___ I DO NOT AGREE to be audio recorded.
___ I DO NOT AGREE to be video recorded.

Use of video (if video recording is permitted)
___ I AGREE to have my video footage used
to supplement the research in various
presentations and online journals.
___ I AGREE to have my video footage used
by the Intergroup Dialogue Program for
education and recruitment purposes.

___ N/A (I DO NOT AGREE to be video
recorded.)

Given name or Pseudonym (made-up name):
___ I AGREE to have my personal/given
name used in the research instead of a madeup name.

___ I DO NOT want my personal/given name
used in any process of the research. I
understand that a made-up name be used in
any write-up or presentation of the research.

Use of Final Paper
___ I AGREE to the use of my final paper(s)
for research purposes.

___ I DO NOT AGREE to the use of my final
paper(s) for research purposes.

_________________________________________ _________________________
Signature of participant
Date
_________________________________________
Printed name of participant
_________________________________________ _________________________
Signature of researcher
Date
_________________________________________
Printed name of researcher
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Group Interview Consent
After the Class: Intergroup dialogue students' experiences
My name is Crista C Gray, and I am a doctoral/graduate student in Cultural Foundations of
Education at Syracuse University. I am inviting you to participate in a focus group (at CNYU)
connected to the research you participated in through individual interviews. Involvement in the
study is voluntary, so you may choose to participate or not. This sheet will explain this portion of
the study to you. Please feel free to ask questions about the research, if you have any. I will be
happy to explain anything in detail if you wish.
We have already talked about some of your experiences from an intergroup dialogue course(s)
and your experiences on campus and off campus since completion of the course(s). I have
interviewed several other students who have also taken intergroup dialogue courses. I am now
interested in talking more about these experiences as they fit within and extend beyond multiple
experiences. I would like to talk about these experiences in a focus group. This focus group will
be composed of about six to eight students who I have already interviewed at least once,
including you if you wish. This will take approximately 90 minutes of your time for each focus
group, with the possibility of having more than one focus group meeting.
In so doing, I am looking for your assistance in discussing the overall similarities between and
differences among various experiences. We will not be discussing the details of individuals’
experiences discussed in interviews; rather, we will be discussing main ideas and overlapping
topics. You are welcome to share your own individual experiences in the focus groups if you so
choose. Your participation in this focus group will increase the likelihood that I understand your
experiences as best as possible.
Data Collection and Usage of Data.
Agreeing to participate in a focus group indicates an agreement to be audio recorded for
transcription purposes and an agreement to be video recorded.
The audio recording will be transcribed for verbal content and the video recording will allow me
to keep track of who is speaking and allow me to also keep track of when someone is speaking
directly to someone else, without having to take too many notes during the focus group itself.
When the study is complete and my dissertation is finished, the audio files will be destroyed.
Transcripts of the focus group will be kept indefinitely.
Where permission is granted, content of the video recording may be used in my dissertation
presentation, conference presentations, as online journal supplements, or for other academically
valid purposes. In addition, but separate to my research, you will be asked whether you would
consent to allow the Intergroup Dialogue Program to use the video for program recruitment
and/or to educate others about intergroup dialogue courses and students perspectives of their
experiences after these courses are over.
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If you grant permission for any of these purposes, the video recordings would be kept
indefinitely, would be edited as needed for the specific purpose (academic purposes or
Intergroup Dialogue purposes, as applicable), may be available online, and may be used online
beyond my own control. Permission to use your likeness in presentations or as supplemental data
for other academic venues is not required for participation in the research. In the case where any
member of the focus group(s) grants permission to use the video recording for the
aforementioned purposes, these recordings would be kept indefinitely. In the case where no
members of the focus group(s) grant permission for the use of the video recording for the
aforementioned purposes, the video would be deleted upon the completion of my dissertation.
These data and videos would be accessible by my faculty advisor and me in any form. Unless
permission for use of video is granted, only my advisor, a transcriptionist, and I would have
access to view or hear your likeness (voice and/or image); all who have this access to the
recorded data are in agreement to maintain confidentiality. Transcripts of the data will have your
agreed upon name attached to them and a brief description of you that would not compromise
your identity. Again, where you consent to the use of video for use beyond research purposes,
your confidentiality cannot be guaranteed.
Confidentiality – protecting your identity.
Confidentiality cannot be guaranteed in focus group situations. Other participants in your group
will know how you answer questions from the focus group and will know that you participated in
the research. While we will discourage anyone from sharing any information outside of the
group, we cannot guarantee confidentiality by other group members. We will do our best to keep
all of your personal information private and confidential, but absolute confidentiality cannot be
guaranteed.
If you agree to the use of your likeness from video footage beyond the research purposes, in the
specific instances outlined above, you may decide to use your personal name in the research
instead of a made-up name. This choice must be consistent across the individual interview and
focus group experiences. The use of your likeness in video footage for supplemental purposes is
not required for you to participate in the research, nor are you required to use your own name.
If you do not grant permission for the use of video for the aforementioned purpose(s), I will
obscure your image and mute your verbal contributions when they overlap with the use of
someone else’s when used in presentations or other academic areas. Where possible, I will edit
videos so that you are not included at all.
You are allowed to change your mind at any time during data collection regarding your
preference for using your actual name or a made-up name for research publications.
Implications, Risks, and Benefits.
This research, once completed, may help other professionals and professors understand how
students use or do not use the knowledge from intergroup dialogue courses once students
complete the course. The information you would provide can help clarify and contextualize the
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complicated processes of learning about the topics covered in an intergroup dialogue course.
With additional information on the nuances of these processes and experiences in and out of the
classroom, it is possible to provide opportunities for such learning to areas that stretch beyond
the undergraduate classroom.
The risks to you of participating in this study are that you might feel fearful and reluctant to
disclose some personal stories relating to issues of oppression and privilege, particularly in a
group setting. For some participants, engaging in the focus group may lead to mental fatigue. It
is possible that answering some questions might cause some discomfort or raise questions that
you may or may not feel the need to address. These risks will be minimized by the voluntary
nature of the research. You are always permitted to not answer any questions with which you are
uncomfortable.
By taking part in the research you may experience the following benefits: you have an
opportunity to co-construct the main ideas that arise from the individual interviews; the ability to
talk about your process of learning; share your life and learning experiences; and also dialogue
about social justice issues that are typically not discussed openly in society with other people
who are already familiar with dialogue and have had a shared experience in dialogue and in the
interviews. Students often contact the Intergroup Dialogue Program staff or their co-facilitators
and share that they miss the engaging conversation that occurred in the classroom. The focus
group may provide a brief time when this need/desire may be met. Discussing these issues and
your actions and desires for the future may refresh your knowledge of the content and process of
intergroup dialogue courses.
You are under no obligation to take part in this study. If you decide to take part and later no
longer wish to continue, you have the right to withdraw from the study at any time up until its
completion, without penalty. If you withdraw from the study, I will not use the data that has been
collected unless express permission is granted to do so.
If you have any questions, concerns, or complaints about the research, contact Crista Gray at
ccgray@syr.edu or Gretchen Lopez, PhD at <removed for confidentiality> If you have any
questions about your rights as a research participant, you have questions, concerns, or complaints
that you wish to address to someone other than the investigator or advisor, or if you cannot reach
the investigator, contact the (CNYU) Institutional Review Board at (redacted).
If it becomes necessary or desirable, counseling services are available at the University
Counseling Center, (address and phone number redacted)
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Signing below indicates that I have read the three-page interview consent form, all of my
questions have been answered, I am over the age of 18, I will voluntarily participate in a focus
group, and I have received a copy of the above consent form.
Initial beside the condition that applies to your decision.
Audio recording
___ I AGREE to be audio recorded.

___ I DO NOT AGREE to be audio recorded.

Use of video
___ I AGREE to be video recorded.
___ I AGREE to have video footage of me
used to supplement the research in various
presentations and online journals.
___ I AGREE to have video footage of me
used by the Intergroup Dialogue Program for
education and recruitment purposes.

___ I DO NOT AGREE to be video recorded.
___ I DO NOT AGREE to have video footage
of me used beyond the purpose of the
research.

Given name or Pseudonym (made-up name):
___ I AGREE to have my personal/given
name used in the research instead of a madeup name.

___ I DO NOT want my personal/given name
used in any process of the research. I
understand that a made-up name be used in
any write-up or presentation of the research.

_________________________________________ _________________________
Signature of participant
Date
_________________________________________
Printed name of participant
_________________________________________ _________________________
Signature of researcher
Date
_________________________________________
Printed name of researcher
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